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SOME QUESTIONS of no little difficulty have arisen with 
to the necessity for payment of assessed taxes in 

order to obtain a vote for aborough. Under the Reform 
Aot of 1832 no person could be registered under the 27th 
section as occupier of a house, warehouse, &c., unless 
he had paid before the 20th of July, not only all poor- 
rates, but also all assessed taxes payable from him in re- 
spect of such premises previous to the 5th of January. 
Then, by the 3rd zection of the Act of 1867, the borough 
franchise is conferred on the inhabitant occupiers of 
dwelling-houses, irrespective of value, provided they have 
paid the poor-rates due at the same dates. By the 56th 
section of the new Act it is enacted that the franchises 
conferred by the Act shall be in addition to, and not in 
substitution for, existing franchises, and that all laws, 
customs, and enactments then in force conferring any 
right to vote, or relating to the representation of the 
people,and the registration of personsentitled to vote,shall 














remain in full force, and apply as nearly as circumstances ! 


will admit to any person thereby authorised to vote. By 
the 58th section all the Acts are to be read as one Act. 
As to the provision for the payment of assessed taxes, 
therefore, it isclear that it remains in force as regards 
occupiers of warehouses or buildings other than dwel- 
ling-houses, for their only qualification is under the Act of 
1832, It is also, we think, tolerably clear that it does 
notapply to householders under £10 value, whose only 
qualification is under the new Act; for the omission of 
assessed taxes when poor-rates are specially mentioned 
and required to be paid must be taken as expressing the 
intention of the Legislature that, as regards the new 
voters, the nonpayment of assessed taxes should not have 
the same effect as nonpayment of poor-rates. Besides 
which, although the provision of the 27th section of the 
Act of 1882, preventing persons who have not paid as- 
sessed taxes from being registered as voters, is undoubtedly 
an “enactment relating to the registration of persons en- 
titled to vote,” yet it cannot be said to be, by the 56th 
section of the new Act, applied, as nearly as circumstances 
admit, to the new voters, because it is evident that the 
56th section is, as the margin of the Act describes it, 
s saving clause, and that the intention of it is to pre- 
serve qualifications, and not disqualifications, other 
than those preserved by the new Act itself. The 
case in which a substantial difficulty arises is that of 
a inhabitant occupier of a £10 dwelling-house 
who has omitted to pay the assessed taxes. Has 
such a person been enfranchised by the new Act? 
It is clear that the effect of the 56th section is to prevent 
the old qualification merging in the new one, although 
nthe great majority of cases a voter possessing the old 
qualification would also possess the new. There are of 
course some differences beside the mere question of value; 

Instance, to obtain the new qualification as an 


inhabitant occupier the claimant must reside on the 
Premises, whereas to obtain the old qualification he 
might ocoupy by his servant or family without being 
lf an inhabitant, and might still vote if he resided 
Within seven miles, Assuming, however, that. no 
ty arises in the particular case in consequence 





of these other differences in the two qualifications, 
would a claimant be disqualified on its appearing that 
his dwelling-house was of sufficient value to qualify him 
under the old law, but that he had not paid the assessed 
taxes? Wethink it depends upon whether he claims, 
or is entered on the overseer’s list as qualified, in respect 
of a £10 house, or simply of a house. The revising bar- 
rister has no power (unless a fresh claim is made) to enter 
any person on the register in respeet of a different qualifica- 
tion from that in respect of which he appears in the list; 
and the 56th section clearly makes the occupation of a 
£10 house and the “ inhabitant-occupation” of any 
house two different qualifications. Where a person ap- 
pears on the list in respect of a qualification as inhabi- 
tant householder simply, we do not think he can be 
successfully objected to on the ground of his not having 
paid assessed taxes, though it should be proved that his 
house is worth £10, for such a person would be clearly 
within the enactment of the 3rd section of the new Act,and 
would therefore possess the qualification in respect of 
which he was on the list, and would be subject to no 
disqualification. The case would be the same, of a 
person whose name was omitted from the list, and who 
had sent in a claim to be inserted as inhabitant share- 
holder. 

The practical course, therefore, that every person 
desiring to be registered and who has not paid his as- 
sessed taxes, should take, is to look for his name on the, 
overseer’s list. If it is omitted, or if it appears there in 
respect of a £10 qualification, he must, in order to get 
upon the register at all in the former case, and in the 
latter case in order to save himself from being successfully 
objected to, send in a new claim as an inhabitant occu- 
pier of a dwelling-house simply. If he does so, he will, 
in our opinion, be safe, as far as any objection relating 
to non-payment of assessed taxes is concerned. Our 
contemporary, the Daily News, complains bitterly of 
the conduct of the Government officials in the new 
borough of Hackney in not giving the proper notices 
for payment of the assessed taxes,in consequence of 
which it is asserted that many thousand persons ure 
likely to be disfranchised this year. Our remarks may 
possibly be of some use to these persons, though we would 
recommend them, if possible, rather to pay before the 
20th inst., than to rely on an opinion as to the effect of 
these very confusing enactments. Besides which, as we 
remarked at first, occupiers of warehouses, shops, etc., 
not dwelling-houses, will clearly be disqualified by non 


payment. 





FrRoM SOME OF THE REMARKS made in Parliament, 
and by our non-legal contemporaries, it would seem that 
the effect of the judgment in Stamper v. The Overseers of 
Sunderland has not been thoroughly understood. It has 
not been decided that the occupier of a separate dwell- 
ing forming part of another larger tenement is not en- 
titled to the franchise as occupier of a dwelling-house, 
but the contrary opinion has been decidedly intimated. 
What has been actually decided is only a point of limited 
application, but we understand the opinion of the Court to 
be, that persons dwelling in parts of houses may be 
divided into three classes. First, those who occupy sepa- 
rate dwellings ; that is to say, a portion of the house dis- 
tinctly severed from the rest, and complete in itself as a 
dwelling, such as the flats in Victoria-street or chambers 
in one of the Inns of Court. These persons would be 
liable and entitled to be separately rated, whether they 
were so or not at the time of the passing of the Act of 
1867, and if they have been so rated and have paid their 
rates they will be entitled to be registered under the 3rd 
section, and so will obtain a vote whatever the value of 
their dwelling. The second class is the “ mere lodger,” 
who lodges in a part of a house occupied by another per- 
son, This case occurs only where the landlord or some 
one representing him resides on the premises, and retains 
thedominion or general control of the house. Here the 
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lodger can only obtain a vote under the 4th section, and 
in order to do this he must of course comply with the 


by Oxfordshire bakers to persons receiving out-door relief 
The result was, in 638 quartern loaves 1,058, oz, o 


requisitions of that section, and amongst other things} rather more than three quarters of a cwt., Was the 
his lodgings must be of the value of £10 yearly if let | deficiency. 


unfurnished. For this qualification no rating or pay- 
ment of rates is required. Then there is a third class, in- 
termediate between the other two, of persons who are 
more than mere lodgers, in consequence of their landlord 
not being on the premises, so that they and not he are 


in the occupation of the tenement, but who do not come : 


within the first class because the part they occupy is not 
occupied as a separate dwelling complete within itself. 


Persons coming within this class will be entitled to vote | 


‘as lodgers where the value of the apartment they occupy 
is sufficient, but they will not be entitled to vote as or- 
dinary occupiers, unless possibly in a case where the part 
of the dwelling-house occupied by them had happened 
to have been separately rated at the time of the passing 
of the Act of 1867. In the latter case, however, it 
follows almost as a matter of course that the facts must 
be such as to bring them within the first class, or other- 
wise they could not properly have been separately rated. 
The actual decision in Stamper v. The Overseers of Sunder- 
land was merely that Stamper was in the position which we 
have described as the third or intermediate class, and in 
that all the judges, though giving separate judgments, 
appear to have agreed. They also each expressed some 
opinions upon points not necessarily involved in their 
decision, and in these there does not seem to have been 
quite the same complete agreement. We think, how- 
ever, that, giving due weight to these expressions of in- 
dividual opinion, and also having regard to the previous 
decisions bearing upon the subject, what we have 
written above will be found to be an accurate 
statement of the law as it standsat present. At any 
rate we feel sure that the decision does not impute 
to the Legislature any different intention from that 
which they were supposed at the time to have, nor does 
it, as has been asserted, disfranchise those whom there 
was an intention to enfranchise. On the contrary, it 
enfranchises them in the manner contemplated—viz., as 
lodgers, while, if the decision had been the opposite way, 
the result would have been to enfranchise in a totally 
different manner from that contemplated by the Legis- 
lature, not only all persons intended to be enfranchised 
as lodgers, but also all those expressly excluded from the 
franchise on the ground that the lodgings occupied by 
them were not of the yearly value of £10. 





EVERY NOW AND THEN, when people have leisure for 
a little of what has been called “ petty law,” the “‘ fancy- 
bread question ” is mooted and remooted; the question 
being, whether or no the Sale of Bread Act requires 
bakers to sell cottage and tin loaves by weight, or 
whether they fall under the exception in favour of 
“French and fancy-bread.” We have no doubt whatever, 
in our own mind, that if a case ever went up to a 
superior court, the decision would be that cottage and 
tin loaves must be sold by weight just as any other, 
though country justices have differed on the point. 
But in the meantime the bakers say that they cannot 
afford to sell such bread like ordinary bread, because the 
weight undergoes such an extra diminution in the 
making. Let us not be hard on the bakers, let us all live 
and let live, and if it costs more to produce 4lb. of this 
bread than 4Ib. of the common kind, by all means let the 
baker charge more for it. If he announced openly— 
household loaves, 8d. aquartern, and tin loaves 9d., or as 
the case may be, we should not grumble. But what we 
find fault with is that the baker should all the while 
pretend to be selling it at the lower rate. The poorer 
people buy a good deal of bread of this kind, and if it is 
not sold by weight, what protection have they? That 
some protection is needed is unquestionable. A 
paragraph, which appeared a few days ago in the Times, 
gave some statistics of short weight in the bread supplied 





There seems to be a usage in France of 
punishing short weight by sticking up a placard in the 
shop, detailing the offence and the conviction; we shon)j 
like to see this tried in England. Next session perhap, 
a bill will be introduced to deal with the subject, 


In Spence v. The Union Marine Insurance Company, 
reported in the current number of the Weekly Reporter, 
a curious point was raised in the Court of Common Pleas 
as to the accidental confusion of goods. The action wa 
brought by consignees of bales of cotton against 
the underwriters for a total loss. The ship, which wa 
laden with cotton for various consignees, was wrecked on 
the voyage from America, and part of the cotton wa 
actually lost. The rest was trans-shipped, and came on 
to Liverpool, more or less damaged; and, on arrival, ij 
was found that on a large number of bales the marks 
had become obliterated, so that it was impossible to say 
that any particular bale belonged to any particular con. 
signee. The defendants treated the cotton which a. 
rived as a partial loss only; while the plaintiff contended 
that, as the shipowner could not deliver to him the iden. 
tical bales which he had insured, and as he was prevented 
from so doing by the perils of the sea, it was a total log, 
either actual or constructive. It is obvious to remark 
that if the plaintiff was right, there would have beena 
total loss, even though the whole cargo had arrived u- 
injured, provided the marks were obliterated through 
perils of the sea; and that, if the cargo had all bee 
consigned to one person, there could, under precisely the 
same circumstances, have been no lossat all. The plain- 
tiff’s case was very ably put by the Solicitor-General, but 
common sense and mercantile convenience are alike op- 
posed to it. The foundation of the argument was thai, 
when goods are accidentally mixed so that they cannd 
be separated, either each owner retains his property in 
the particles which originally belonged to him, a 
the goods become bona vacantia; and that all the ownen 
do not become tenants in common of the mixtur 
There is very little to be found in our law bearing a 
the subject. If the intermixture be by consent, the pr 
prietors have an interest in common in proportion 
their respective shares (Story on Bailments, section 40); 
if, however, such intermixture be caused by the wilful 
default or by the negligence of the bailee, the whol 
must be taken, both at law and in equity, to be the pm 
perty of the bailor. So much is settled, and Story la 
down the additional qualification, that if the mixture 
negligent (or perhaps even wilful), still if the goods 
of the same nature and value, as corn or tea, and a ditt 
sion can be made of equal value, each may claim 
aliquot part, although the goods are not capable of aotul 
separation by identifying each particular, But whatl 
the mixture is purely accidental ? The only two auth 
rities referred to by the Court on this point are Jones 
Moore, 4 Y. & C. 351, where the consignees of oil, whit 
leaked out of casks on board ship, were treated as tenabl} 
in common, and the recent case of Buckley v. Gros,! 
W. R. 464, 3 B.& Sm. 575. There tallow, the propel 
of various persons, was melted by the great fire in 
warehouses near London-bridge, and flowed down ™ 
sewers into the Thames; and Blackburn, J., in 2 
judgment remarked, ‘‘ probably the legal effect of su 
a mixture would be to make the owners tenants in 
mon in equal portions of the mass, but at all events ii 
do not lose their property in it.” This view accords wi 
the Roman law of mixture by accidentas wellas by conse! 


| but the distinction drawn between the mixture of s0lié 


(commizxtio) and liquids (confusiv) has become unimp 
tant, for owing to the advance of chemical knowl 
it is no.longer impossible to separate liquids that i 
been mixed, indeed it is sometimes easier to sep 


| them than solid-, and besides the separation is for a 
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= ° 
cantile purposes impossible when it is pecuniarily im- 
cable, Acting therefore on these authorities, and 
guided by the general current of foreign writers and 
foreign codes, the Court held that where the mixture is 
accidental, the owners become tenants in common in 
proportion to their respective interests, and consequently 
that the consignees of the bales of cotton on which the 
marks had become obliterated, could not set up a total 


The decision is one of considerable importance, and it 
is difficult to understand how a principle of such wide 
application should never have been expressly sanctioned 
in our law before. 





A CORRESPONDENCE which has lately appeared in the 
Times, and in which Mr. J. Russell, Secretary to the Mer- 
cantile Law Amendment Society, and Mr. Edward Clarke, 
Solicitor to the Mercantile Law Institute, have taken part, 
very well illustrates the real nature of the Bankruptcy 
Law Amendment Act now before the House of Lords. 
Throughout the correspondence it seems to be taken for 
granted that (as we have already pointed out to our 
readers) the only very important novelty in this bill is the 
proposal “ that every creditor of an arranging debtor 
must prove his debt by affidavit or declaration, in the 
same manner as a debt is proved in bankruptcy, and must 
file such proof with the Chief Registrar.” To this pro- 
posal Mr. Russell, speaking for the Mercantile Law 
Amendment Society, strongly objects. Mr. Clarke de- 
fends the proposal on the ground that the great vice of 
the present system of deeds of arrangement, is the facility 
with which sham debts are manufactured or real debts 
exaggerated. And he adds, “An affidavit or declaration 
would cure this infamous state of things: A creditor would 
probably not hesitate,‘ merely to sign,’ but he would hesi- 
tate rather than run the risk of an indictment for per- 
jury to obtain an extra dividend to serve his friend the 
debtor.” And he likens the case to that of a proof under 
abankruptcy. Mr. Ruasell, in a second letter, states the 
grounds of his objection to this proposal:—“ When a cre- 
ditor of an arranging debtor assents to any proposed ar- 
rangement, it is impossible for him then to know whether 
a competent majority of the debtor’s creditors will agree 
to the proposed terms, and it appears to me a most objec- 
tionable and vexatious proposition that a creditor should 
have to incur the expense of having a formal proof of debt 
prepared, the trouble to attend and swear an affidavit or 
make a declaration, and to have such proof filed with the 
chief registrar, when, after all this has been done, the 
whole proceedings may be useless from the inability of 
the debtor to obtain the assents of a competent majority 
of his creditors, or from his failure to comply with some 
of the requirements of the 192nd section of the Bank- 
tuptey Act of 1861. There really is no analogy between 
such a case and a proof in bankruptcy, because in the 

latter case a certain and definite result has first been 
obtained.” 

The arguments for and against the changes propcsed 
by the bill in question, regarded by itself alone, are well 
stated in the passages which we have quoted from these 
letters, On one side it is said that to require a strict proof 
of debts in the first instance will tend to defeat the 
schemes of sham creditors, On the other hand it is said, 
Yes, but it will also hamper the action of bond fide 
creditors, And between these merits and defects a 
balance must be struck. If we placed the same implicit 
faith in affidavits which Mr. Clarke seems to do, and 
the same reliance upon penalties for perjury, which it is 
No one’s duty and no one’s interest to enforce, we should 
fay that the balance was in his favour. But we have 
no confidence in affidavits, and we think that under the 
Proposed Act the penalties for perjury would be mere 
brutum fulmen. 

There is another aspect of the question, however, 


“Which ought not to be passed over. Even supposing the 


Proposals of this bill to be good in themselves, are they 





sufficiently good and sufficiently important to justify a 
piece of the merest patchwork, a piece of legislation 
which does not even profess to be permanent or complete? 
We greatly doubt it, and we think the public will be not 
much the better and not much the worse whether this 
bill passes the ordeal of the Lords or not. 





A LETTER HAS APPEARED in several of the daily 
papers from Messrs. May & Son, solicitors,* complaining 
,of the course taken by Mr. Commissioner Kerr, as Judge 
of the City Court, in alate case in which Messrs. May 
were engaged. According to the statement in the letter, 
it appears that an action was brought against Messrs. 
May’s client to recover a small debt, and the defence 
was a composition deed, duly entered into with the 
proper majority of creditors. The letter goes on to 
relate that :—“ Upon the case coming on for hearing, 
on the 4th inst., although we were prepared with the 
deed of composition, duly stamped and registered, and 
signed by more than the requisite number and value of 
creditors, and the London Gazette showing due adver- 
tisement, the officially sealed proceedings from the 
Bankruptcy Court, and the poor debtor’s protection, 
proving the due registration of the deed, and 
notwithstanding we were in a position legally to 
prove every signature to the deed, and the debtor was 
present to be examined and cross-examined upon the 
truth of his statements and accuracy of his accounts, 
the judge, Mr. Commissioner Kerr, refused to hear us, 
and immediately gave judgment for the plaintiffs on the 
ground that we ought to have had all our client’s credi- 
tors there to prove the correctness of the amounts for 
which they had signed the deed. Upon our protesting 
against such a course, and pointing out the difficulty and 
hardship upon the debtor, and stating that his Honour 
was presuming our client had committed perjury, the 
judge warmly replied that half the composition deeds 
registered were rascally things, thereby clearly implying 
that our client’s was, though he refused to look at it; and 
when we replied we must rely upon the protection 
granted by the Bankruptcy Court, this administrator of 
justice angrily exclaimed it was not worth-the paper it 
was written on.’ © 

If we rightly understand the very brief report of what 
took place at the trial, the learned commissioner seems 
to have decided two points, one as it appears to us 
wrongly, the other perfectly rightly. The defence set up 
being a deed of arrangement to which the plaintiffs had 
evidently not been parties, of course it lay upon the 
defendant to prove in proper legal fashion that the con- 
ditions laid down by the statute had been complied with, 
andamongst them that the requisite majority of creditors 
had assented to the deed. This could only be done by show- 
ing thatthe total amount of the debtor’s debts wassomuch, 
that such and such creditors had assented, and that the 
aggregate amount of their debts was so much. Now if, 
as the letter in question seems to say, the learned 
commissioner really decided that the amounts of the debts 
could only be proved by calling the creditors, his 
decision was certainly one of the most extraordinary we 
have ever heard of. It is opposed alike to the general 
rules of evidence, and to the daily practice of the 
superior courts of law. 

Having been defeated upon this point Messrs. May seem 
to have then raised another, which would, we think, more 
naturally have been raised first, not last. They “ replied 
that they must rely upon the protection granted by the 
Bankcuptcy Court,” meaning,we presume,the certificate of 
registration of the deed. Now,this may mean thatthey relied 
upon the certificate as being per se an absolute answer 
to the action. But it is perfectly clear that the certifi- 
cate of registration, though a protection against process 
is no answer to an action, or, secondly, these words may 





* A copy was also addressed to ourselves, but as it has 
already been well before the public, we do not reprint it. 
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perhaps mean that they relied on the certificate as evi- 
Gence that the statute had been complied with, and that 
amongst other things the requisite assents had been ob- 
tained, But it is quite clear that the certificate is not 
even prima facie evidence that the requisite majority 
have assented, and does not dispense with strict proof of 
that fact. If the certificate was sought to be used either 
as an answer to the action, or as evidence of the assents, 
the learned Commissioner said no more than the truth 
when he said that, for these purposes, “ It was not worth 
the paper it was written on.” 








THE APPLICATION for the removal of Chief Justice 
Beaumont, of British Guiana has resulted in an Order 
in Council for the removal of the Chief Justice. The 
memorial contained the following charges:— 

1. Vexatiously taking occasion to embarrass the executive 
government and to injure its authority. 

2. Improperly and intemperately holding up, and attempt- 
ing to hold up, the executive government, the governor and 
members and officers of the government to hatred and obloquy 
and charging them, or some of them, with arbitrary and 
unfair conduct and use of improper influence, and with a 
tortuous desire and intention to weaken the authority of the 
supreme court and its members. f 

3. Administering from the bench censure and punish- 
ment vindictively and harshly, and unnecessarily humiliat- 
ing an officer of the court, censured for an alleged breach of 

duty. 

4. Using on the bench offensive, intemperate, and 
calumnious remarks with reference to influential inhabi- 
tants of the colony who were not before the court, or re- 
presented by counsel therein. 

6. Illegally, improperly, and unnecessarily, and in un- 
wise and excessive exercise of judicial power, using and 
putting in force the arbitrary process of contempt against 
the proprietor of a newspaper on account of the publication 
in the newspaper of an article which commented on past 
transactions of the court. 

6. Hastily and irregularly annulling, or affecting to annul, 
a marriage without any formal proceedings for impugning 
or declaring such marriage void. 

7. Improperly interfering with and altering the judicial 
records for the purpose of screening his own remarks, and 
in divers instances being guilty of haste and careless negli- 
gence and irregular conduct in his office. 

The appeal of Mr. McDermott, of the Colonist news- 
paper, whom Chief Justice Beaumont had sentenced to 
six months’ imprisonment for contempt of court in 
publishing a certain article, stands over till next Term. 





A PRELIMINARY MEETING was held on Thursday even- 
ing, at the chambers of Mr. Webster, in Basinghall-street, 
for the purpose of establishing a solicitors’ protection 
society, in order to prevent the practices which at present 
so greatly diminish the legitimate business of the legal 
profession, It was stated that it is the practice in 
bankruptcy for counsel to take briefs, without the 
intervention of a legal practitioner, and the habit 
of accountants and some estate agents to prepare 
deeds and accept payment for so doing, was loudly con- 
demned. Ultimately it was resolved to form an associa- 
tion, and the meeting was adjourned for afortnight. Only 
five gentlemen attended. 





THE DEFENDANT HoME in the suit of Lyon v. Home 
has appealed against the recent decision of Vice-Chan- 
cellor Giffard. 








CONSTRUCTIVE NOTICE. 


We take it to be a principle of English law that the 
purchaser of an estate is put upon inquiry into the 
existence of obligations on his part necessarily arising 
from the nature or situation of property, irrespective of 
actual notice of those obligations. This principle was 
fully considered and elucidated by Lord Romilly, M.R., 





in the recent case of Morland v. Cook, 16 W. R. 77, 
The case also involves the consideration of the 

of Spencer’s case, 5 Rep. 16, as to covenants running with 
the land ; but our chief object at present is to addrey 
ourselves to the consideration of the foregoing principle, 

The facts before the Court in Morland v. Cook may by 
shortly stated as follows :—The owners in fee sim 
under a deed of partition, of five adjoining estates jp 
Romney Marsh, covenanted with each other upon th 
partition in 1792 that a sea-wall, which was for th, 
common benefit of all, should be maintained and kept in 
repair at the expense of the owners of the time 
of the estates, that the expenses of repairing the 
sea- wall should be borne rateably, and that the 
expense of each owner should be a charge on 
his estate. The lands in question have been re. 
reclaimed from the sea, and lie several feet below the 
level of ordinary high tides; they would, in fact, but for 
the protection the wall affords, be covered every day by 
the sea. People who live above the level of 
water mark as a rule concern themselves little with the 
rights and interests of those who live in levels and 
marshes under the protection of sea-walls, and are little 
acquainted with the law of sewers so quaintly dealt with 
by Callis in his readings on sewers. That author tells 
us (p. 114) that there are nine ways whereby the dutyof 
repairing a sea-wall arises—namely, by frontage, owner- 
ship, prescription, custom, tenure, covenant, per usum rei, 
assessment of township, and, finally, by the law of sewers, 
We return, however, to the case before us. The property 
—the liability of which under the covenant to maintain 
the sea-wall was the question in dispute—formed partof 
one of these estates, having been conveyed by the 
grantee under the deed of partition to a purchaser in 
1829, and by him, in 1862, to the present defendant, This 
gentleman contended that he was a purchaser for value 
without notice of the liability under the covenant to 
repair, and therefore exempt from‘the obligation, because 
the contract under which he purchased contained 
clause prohibiting him from inquiring into the titk 
previous to the conveyance of 1829. There is no doubt 
that a special condition of sale limiting the extent of 
title is no excuse for a purchaser not insisting on the 
production of a deed beyond those limits, of which he 
had notice: Peto v. Hammond, 30 Beay. 495. But in 
this instance the defendant put in evidence to show that 
neither he, nor his solicitor, had any knowledge or 
belief that such an obligation existed. The main 
question, therefore, before the Court was this, whether, 
in the absence of actual notice of the obligation, the 
defendants were bound to repair, upon the obligation of 
making inquiry arising from the nature of the property 
so as to amount to constructive notice. 

It is hard to imagine a case to which the doctriae of 
implied or constructive notice applies more nearly than 
the situation of an owner of marsh or fen land lying 
below high water mark. It must be obvious to any 
person of ordinary discernment holding land in suchs 
a district to what he owes his protection from the rising 
tide. No person, indeed, purchasing property of this 
kind could shut his eyes to the fact that the very 
existence of his estate is due to the bank which protects 
it being properly maintained. Nor, as we think, can 4 
man be heard to say that he is exempted from liability 
because he omitted to make inquiries which would have 
shown his liability, and which a reasonable person would 
be bound to make. 

The case of Rew. v. The Commissioners of Sewers of the 
County of Essew, 1 B. & C. 477, where the duty of main- 
taining a sea-wall was cast on a proprietor by reason of 
frontage, seems to decide merely this, that where an 
owner of land in a level is bound to repair a sea-wall 
abutting on his land, the other owners in the same level 
cannot be called upon to contribute to the repairs of the 
wall, although it has been injured by an extraordinajy 
tide and tempest, unless the damage has been 
sustained without the default of the party who 
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was bound to repair. The case is shortly re- 
ported, at least shortly for such laborious reporters as 
Messrs. Barnewall and Cresswell, and does not appear to us 
todo much more than explain the circumstances under 
which one who repairs by reason of frontage is entitled 
tocontributions from his neighbours. The Master of the 
Rolls, however, treats the judgment of Abbot, C.J., in 
that case as laying it down as a proposition of unques- 
tionable law, that all persons enjoying the benefit of a 
rea-wall are bound, and are liable at common law, to re- 
pair and maintain it in the absence of any special cus- 
tom to the contrary, or some special contract exempting 
then. “That, in my opinion, establishes this proposition 
as a necessary consequence,” the Master of the Rolls is 
reported to have said, “that where a man buys land below 
the level of high water, and which would be daily 
covered by the overflow of sea water were it not prevented 
by the obstacle of a sea-wall, the purchaser has notice, 
and is already made aware, that by law he is liable to 
contribute to its repair.” 

It is plain, however, that this is a doctrine, which, un- 
less guarded in its application, according to the view of 
it taken by his Lordship, may readily be carried too far. 
And it is certainly a doctrine which ought not to be 
carried too far. To allow liabilities not men- 
tioned or referred to in the deed of grant to be implied 
against the purchaser would, in our judgment, be 
against public policy, as tending to affect the security of 
possessions. The only exception that ought to be al- 
lowed is in cases where liability is, as it were, necessarily 


‘ appendant to the estate, as in the case of an estate hav- 


ing asea-wall for its frontage,where,if a purchaser took it 
without notice of the obligation to repair, the inference 
would be irresistible that it was incumbent on the owner 
for the time being to repair the sea-wall to the extent of 
his frontage for the benefit, not of himself merely, but 
of all the owners of land in the same level. We think 
that no stronger case can be conceived than this. The 
principle, in the opinion of Lord Westbury, C., and 
of the Master of the Rolls, was carried too far in Pyer v. 
Carter, 1 H, & N. 916,5 W. R.371. The Court of Ex- 
chequer held, in that case, that even in the absence of 
any reservation in the deed of grant the right to drain 
is reserved by implication of law over the part 
gtanted in favour of the part maintained, inas- 
much as the grantee must have known that the 
water from the house must drain somewhere, and 
was therefore put upon inquiry. Now, an implication of 
this kind, in our humble judgment, is by no means so 
strong as the implication in the former case. Drains are 
under ground, and do not meet the eye of an intending 
purchaser in the same way as a sea-wall; and it is by no 
means a necessity that a house should be drained in any 
particular direction, or should be drained otherwise than 
into a cesspool situate on the premises; and the exact 
state of things could perhaps only be ascertained after a 
more careful inquiry than an intending purchaser is 
usually able to make. But when a piece of land is below 
the level of the sea, which is excluded from it by a sea- 
wall, the truth of the matter is obvious to the meanest 
capacity. Lord Westbury, C., evidently thought that 
the doctrine of inferential notice had been carried too 
far when he so pointedly disapproved of Pyer v. Carter, 
in his judgment in Suffield v. Brown, 12 W. R. 356. We 


- hope we shall not be thought presumptuous if we submit 


that Suffield v. Brown goes alittle too far upon the other 
side of the true principle of equity. It will be seen, if 
we mistake not, that Lord Westbury held that if a 
grantor intends to reserve any right possessed by him 
over the property granted, it is his duty to reserve it ex- 
Pressly in the grant, rather than to limit and cut down 
the operation of a plain grant by the fiction of an im- 
plied reservation. Where the existence of the right is so 
obvious that it is inconceivable that its existence should 
be disputed, the omission to reserve it will sometimes 
occur, and when this isso it must surely be unreasonable 
that the vendor should lose a right which he would 





doubtless have reserved had its existenee been less ob- 
vious. The doctrine of the American Courts on this 
subject will be found in Mr. Kerr’s recent work on in- 
junctions, p. 365, from which we make the fol- 
lowing extract:—‘‘ The doctrine of Pyer v. Carter was 
also disapproved of by the Supreme Court of Massachu- 
setts in Carbrey v. Willis, 7 Allen (Amer.), 354, and the 
true rule was there laid down to be in accordance with 
an earlier decision of the same Court in Johnson v. Jor- 
dan, 2 Metc. (Amer.), 234—that if the owner of two ad- 
joining messuages or lots of land sells one of them, re- 
taining the other, no reservation of the right of drain 
will be taken as reserved by implication of law over the 
part granted in favour of the part retained, unless it is 
de facto annexed, and is in use at the time of the grant, 
and is necessary to the enjoyment of the part retained.” 
The principle laid down in Pyer v. Carter may be stated 
thus:—that if an easement be apparent and continuous,no 
express reservation is necessary in a grant of the servient 
by the owner of the dominant tenement. That the ease- 
ment should be apparent and continuous is treated by 
Lord Chelmsford, C., in Crossley § Sons v. Lightonler, 
L. R. 2 Ch. 478, as an immaterial circumstance: for non 
constat that the vendor does not intend to relinquish it 
unless he shows the contrary by reserving it. His Lord- 
ship grounded his decision on the rule that the law will 
not reserve anything out of a grant in favour of the 
grantor except in cases of necessity, which we take to be 
the case here. It seems that Crossley J Sons v. Lightowler 
was not referred to in argument. Had it been so we 
think that Lord Romilly would have considered it to ex- 
press his own views of the law. 

The case was in part argued upon the theory that the 
covenant of 1792 bound the land in the hands of the 
purchaser, being a covenant running with the land ac- 
cording to the first resolution in Spencer’s case. And 
the Court was of opinion that the covenant which we 
have stated above was a covenant which extended toa 
thing in esse, the thing to be done being annexed and 
appurtenant to the land conveyed, which goes with the 
land and binds the assignee, although he be not men- 
tioned in express terms; and even if this were not so, the 
Court was of opinion that it being manifest to the defen- 
dant when he bought his land that it was protected by 
the sea-wall in question, he was bound to inquire by 
whom that sea-wall was maintained, and must, therefore, 
be held bound to have had notice of all that he would 
have learned had he made such inquiry; and that, as by 
so inquiring he would have ascertained the existence of 
the covenant, he could not then repudiate that covenant, 
or refuse to perform the condition subject to which, vir- 
tually, he took the land. Whether or not the other par- 
ties to the covenant could enforce it at law, there isa 
class of cases, of which Tulk v. Mowhay, 2 Ph. 774, is one, 
which establishes the principle that the right in equity 
to enforce performance of such a covenant does not de- 
pend upon whether the right can be enforced at law. 
The Court, in 7ulk v. Moxhay, held that a covenant be- 
tween vendor and purchaser on the sale of land that the 
purchaser and his assigns shall use, or abstain from using, 
the land in a particular way, will be enforced in equity 
against all subsequent purchasers with notice, indepen- 
dently of the question whether it be one which runs 
with the land. The recent case of Wilson v. Hart, 14 
W. R. 748, L. R. 1 Ch. 463, where the covenant was that 
the building was not to be used as a beershop, may be 
referred to on this point. 





Mr. C. T. Swanston, Q.C., a son-in-law of the Master of the 
Rolls, will be a candidate for the borough of Maldon, Essex. _ 

Mr, Lewis Morris, of the Chancery Bar, has withdrawn bis 
candidature for the Carmarthen Boroughs. 

Mr. Edmond Robert Wodehouse, barrister-at-law, son of Sir 
Philip Wodehouse, K.C.B., Governor of the Cape Colony, is to 
be a candidate for the representation of the northern division 
of the county of Norfolk at the ensuing general election. Mr. 
Wodehouse was called to the bar in January, 1861, and is a 
member of the Norfolk Circuit. 
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RECENT DECISIONS. 


PRIVY “COUNCIL. 


SOLICITOR INSERTING UNTRUE RECITALS IN A CONVEY- 
ANCE. 


Re Augustus Stewart, P.C., 16 W. R. 1000. 

In this case a solicitor of the Calcutta High Court 
was instructed by his brother, an indigo planter, to pre- 
pare a conveyance of one-fourth of one of his factories 
in favour of another brother, also a solicitor of the High 
Court. The arrangement between the two latter brothers 
was that the solicitor should give up his practice and 
his chances of entering into a profitable partnership with 
a firm of solicitors, and, in consideration of one-fourth 
share in the indigo concern, manage his brother’s factory. 
A deed was prepared, but, instead of the real considera- 
tion appearing on the face of it, a money consideration 
wos inserted, and the conveyance purported to be one 
for an out and out sale. It was executed in due form, 
and the solicitor first mentioned both attested the execu- 
tion of the deed and witnessed the signature of the planter 
to the usual receipt clause, although he knew no money 
was to pass as, in fact, no money did pass. At the time of 
the execution of the deed the indigo planter was not in 
embarrassed circumsatances, and the motive for inserting 
a valuable consideration to the deed was alleged to be to 
give a money value to the property which was new. 
The planter having subsequently become bankrupt, the 
transaction came to the notice of the insolvent Court of 
Calcutta, and a rule xisi was soon afterwards issued from 
the High Court calling upon the attesting solicitor to 
show cause why he should not be struck off the rolls. 
Three of the judges of the High Court heard the rule, and 
it was made absolute by a majority, who remarked that 
the solicitor, notwithstanding that there was no apparent 
fraud, had been guilty of such misconduct as to justify 
his removal from the roll. 
Committee the order for removal was discharged. Their 
Lordships were “of opinion that the preparation 


of the deed of conveyance containing an untrue 


statement of the transaction, and the attesting 
of the deed, and of a receipt for consideration money 
which was never paid, would be circumstances of great, 
perhaps overwhelming, weight, as evidence of guilty con- 
nivance, against a solicitor cognizant of the actual facts, 
in the event of such a deed, upon or soon after its execu- 
tion, being used as an instrument of fraud.” And further 
“that any solicitors may very properly be called upon 
by the Court before whom such a deed shall have been 
produced to explain the circumstances attending its pre- 
paration andexecution.” But, under the circumstances 
of the present case, they did not think that the solicitor 
ought to be struck off the rolls. 

In this conclusion most persons will acquiesce, but it 
may not be amiss here to notice the observations made 
by Lord Cairns in Hartley v. Burton, 16 W. R. 876, 
L. R. 5 Ch, App. 365, that nothing can justify incorrect 
recitals, nothing can cast more suspicion on a deed than 
untrue recitals, and that the practice of inserting them, 
if it exists, should not be continued. 


EQUITY. 
TIME WHEN OF THE ESSENCE OF A CONTRACT RE- 
LATING TO THE SALE OF LANDS. 

Day v. Luhke, M.R., 16 W. R. 717, L. RB. 5 Eq. $42. 

The time fixed for the completion of a contract is 
deemed at law to be of the essence of that contract. In 
contracts relating to the sale and purchase of land, how- 
ever, time is not in general, at least in courts of equity, 
considered to be of the essence. We believe, indeed, that 
Lord Hardwicke was in general of opinion that time 
could not be made so even by express stipulation. Lord 
Thurlow, too, appears to have been of the same opinion. 
Lord Kenyon was the first to disapprove of this view, 
which was strongly disapproved of by Sir John Leach, 


Upon appeal to the Judicial | 
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the pe of whose decisions was quite the other 
way; and after it had been decided that time could he 
made essential, the tendency of the decisions has been 
to put contracts for the sale and purchase of land upon 
the same footing as far as possible with contracts for the 
sale and purchase of chattels, and to regard time as 
material. We say as far as possible, because it is obvi- 
ously unreasonable to expect a vendor to make out his 
title, or a purchaser to peruse and accept it, with the 
same rapidity and certainty as the same two parties 
might, and probably would, carry into effect a contract 
for the sale and purchase of a particular chattel. So 
far as it appears from the circumstances of the case that 
the time fixed was not intended to be of the essence, or 
was not in fact of material interest to the complaining 
party, equity will not interfere to relieve on the ground 
of delay only. There are cases, which seem naturally 
to distribute themselves into several classes, in which 
time is of the essence of the contract, and in which delay 
of either party to complete within the period fixed for 
completion gives the other party a right to relief in equity 
against the defaulting party. Let us take as comprised 
in the first class those cases, of which Day v. Luhke may 
be taken as a representative. These cases establish the 
principle that time is of the essence in cases relating to 
the sale and purchase of property for commercial pur- 
poses. Where property is acquired for the purpose of 
carrying on any trade or business that is being carried 
on during the negociations, it is obviously desirable that 
time should be of the essence. Where a business is sold 
as a going concern, much, if not all, its value depends on 
its being continued without interruption at the moment 
of transfer. So, too, the season of the year, the weather, 
the state of public affairs and of trade, and other things, 
make it so important to the purchaser that he should 
obtain possession at the exact day fixed for giving it, 
that the courts of late years have invariably held that 
a failure on the part of either party in these cases to 
complete, or be in readiness to complete, at the specifiv 
time, entitles the sufferer to sue for specific performance 
or damage as the case may be. In Day v. Luhke the 
sale was of a public house as a going concern, the trans- 
fer of the license, which carried with it the right to 
carry on the business, to be completed on a given day. 
The transfer was not effected on that day,.and it was 
held that the purchaser was entitled to repudiate the 
contract. We placé in the same class Coslake v. Till, 1 
Russ. 376, also a public-house case, where the purchaser 
of the possession, good-will, and trade fixtures was not 
ready by the day, and was unable to compel specific per- 
formance, though he was ready the day after. Dakin v. 
Cope, 2 Russ. 170, and Leaton v. Mapp, 2 Coll. 556, are 
decisions of thesame class. So, in Machryde v. Wicks, 22 
Beav. 553, in the case of acontract to take a lease of mines 
in operation, time, although not named in the original 
agreement, was deemed of the essence, by reason of the 
precarious and fluctuating character of mining adven- 
ture. We may also refer to Wright v. Howard, 1 Sim. & 
Stu. 190, and the case there reported (p. 199, note) of 
Painter v. Frith, where the purchase was contemplated 
of a mine, with a view to carrying it on, and the Court 
refused to decree specific performance on the ground of 
the delay which had occurred, holding that time was es- 
sential, as in the case above. Walker v. Jeffreys, 1 Ha. 
341, is a case in which an elaborate statement of the 
doctrines of the Court on this subject was made by the 
Vice-Chancellor. 

It will be remembered that if one of two parties con- 
cerned in a contract respecting lands give the other 
notice that he will not hold himself bound to perform, 
and will not perform the agreement between them, and 
the other contracting party to whom the notice is 90 
given makes no prompt assertion of his right to enforce 
the agreement, equity will consider him as acquiescing 
in the notice, and abandoning any equitable right he 
may have had to enforce the performance of the coa- 
tract; in other words, he must be prompt to enforce the 
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ormance of his contract, if he means to avail him- 
pifof it. Heaphy v. Hill, 2 Sim. & Stu. 29; Watson v. 
Boia, 1 Bus. & My. 236; Crofton v. Ormsby, 2 Sch. & Lef. 
604, show that where the objects of one of the vontract- 
ing parties would be defeated by delay in the execution 
of it, and the other party delay, he shall not afterwards 
peallowed to insist on the contract being specifically 
performed. 

The caseof Gedye v. The Duke of Montrose, 26 Beav. 
43, represents another class of cases where time was 
deemed essential, because the purchaser, to the know- 
ledge of the seller, wanted the house for his own occupa- 
tion, Compensation was given for the delay in this 
case, The Court being of opinion that it was of the es- 
gence of the contract that the purchaser should have 
possession on the day fixed, the lst December, directed 
an ingtfiry as to what damage had been sustained by the 
plaintiff in consequence of possession not being given 
him until the 31st January, two months after. Thus, 
in the recent case of Tilley v. Thomas, 16 W. R. 166, 
L. R. 8 Ch. 61, a person agreed to purchase a leasehold 
house for his own residence, and contracted that he 
should have possession on a certain day; but the vendor, 
although he tendered vacant possession, failed to show a 
good title by the day named. The Court held that time 
was of the essence, and dismissed the vendor’s bill for 
specific performance of the agreement. The case is also 
of importance as showing that mere giving of possession 
without a title is not a satisfaction of the agreement to 
deliver possession by a day named. 

The rule applies to all property of a fluctuating value. 
This will form another class. In Doloret v. Rothschild, 
1 Sim. & Stu. 590, specific performance was decreed of 
an agreement to purchase stock of the Neapolitan Go- 
vernment, the Court being of opinion that time was 
essential where the property was of so uncertain a nature 
and exposed to daily variation in value. 

Time is essential in sale of reversions, because the life 
in possession is wearing away, and its duration uncer- 
tain. “It is of the essence of justice,” said Lord Lough- 
borough, “‘ that such a contract as this, being of a rever- 
siopary estate, should be executed immediately and with- 
out any delay ”: Newman v. Rogers, 4 Bro. C.C. 390. 

Where the persons who enjoy the property are a fluc- 
tuating body, the rule is the same as where the property 
is precarious and wearing away, as in the case of a 
Dean and Chapter, who are a body, the members of which 
are constantly changing. In Carter v. The Dean of Ely, 
7 Sim, 211, where the plaintiff had agreed to take a con- 
current lease under the Dean and Chapter, and to pay 
the fine in January, but was not ready with the money 
in March following, a bill filed by him for specific per- 
formance was dismissed with costs. 

The present doctrine of equity on this subject is stated 
by Turner, L.J., in Roberts v. Berry, 3 D.M. & G. 284. 
There was a condition in that case that the abstract 
should be furnished within seven days. The Court of 
Appeal held, on demurrer to a bill filed by the purchaser 
for specific performance, that the time of the delivery of 
the abstract was not essential. The Lord Justice said, 
“time may be made of the essence of a contract by ex- 
Press stipulation between the parties, by the nature of 
the property, or by surrounding circumstances showing 
the intention of the parties that the contract was to be 
completed within a limited time.” 





REVIEW. 


A Practical Treatise on the Registration of Deeds, Conveyances, 
and Judgment-mortgages, mith Appendices, containing Sta- 
tutes, Practical Suggestions, Forms, Tables of Fees, and 
Stamp Duties, By Dopcson Hamitton Mappsw, Barrister- 
at-law. Dublin: McGee. 

More than three hundred years ago the subject of a gene- 
Nal registry for deeds was considered in England, and it 
appears then to have been considered that such a general 
tegistry ought to be established. Since then Sir Samuel 





Romilly, Lord Campbell, Lord Cranworth, aiid others have 
held the same opinion, and have endeavoured to effect the 
introduction of such a system, but, as yet, we have no gene- 
ral registry in England, although we have partial ones. In 
Ireland it is otherwise ; in that island a general registry of 
deeds has been an institution since the 6th of Anne. This 
being so, whoever writes on the registration of deeds must 
necessarily write for Irish rather than English readers, but 
at the same time English practitioners are always liable to 
questions arising out of the Irish registry system, and more 
than that, are every now and then concerned with property 
coming within the provisions of the Middlesex Registry, or 
some other. 

There are very many questions as to notice and other 
main points, besides important points of practice relating to 
the memorial and many other things, which may present 
themselves to the English barrister or solicitor at a moment’s 
notice, and upon which he may derive much help from Mr. 
Madden’s book. Mz. Madden gives a complete account of 
the history and practice of the Irish system, and appears 
to have collected very laboriously all the important cases, 
both English and Irish, bearing upon registration in general. 
His index is also good. 








cOURTS. 


COURT OF CHANCERY. 
STATEMENT OF THE NuMBER oF Causes, Petitions, &c: 
disposed of in Court in the week ending Thursday 
July 16, 1868. 
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Master or THE Ro.ts. 
Lord Brougham v. Cauvin. 

Jessell, Q.C., and Osborne Morgan for the plaintiff; and 
Baggallay, Q.C., and W. W. Cooper for the defendant. 

In this case the Master or THE Routs said that when 
literary MSS. were given by the owner to a competent per- 
son to perform literary services on it he was of opinion 
that he was entitled to a lien, the Court being of opinion 
that Dr. Cauvin was entitled to retain the MSS. entrusted 
to him till his services were paid for. His Lordship 
directed that the papers and MSS. should be delivered up 
upon the plaintiff undertaking to pay what should be found 
due, and directed a reference to chambers to ascertain what 
shall be due to defendant for his services, the plaintiff 
undertaking to produce the MSS. before the judge in. 
chambers when required, to enable him to ascertain what 
services had been rendered. 





COUNTY COURTS. 
LAMBETH. 
(Before Mr. Pirr Taytor.) 

July 14.—In an administration suit in which a married 
womanclaimed the residue of a legacy left her for her separate 
use before her marriage, the husband was made joint de- 
fendant with the executor. It appeared that the plaintiff 
had an illegitimate child by the testator, and the testator 
bequeathed to her £80, to be paid to her for the support of 
the child, at the rate of 4s. a week, until the money was 
exhausted ; and, if the child died, the money then to belon 
to plaintiff. She became an inmate of Camberwe 
Workhouse, and the child died. The defendant, her hus- 
band, married her from there, and the executor having, at 
various times, paid to the plaintiff about £26, declined to 
pay any more without an order of court, and hence the 
present suit. 

The parish of Camberwell put in a claim upon the fund 
for the maintenance of plaintiff and her child, but the 
Court held that the parish had no ecus standi, and could not 
be heard. They might, possibly, maintain an action at law 
against the plaintiff and her husband, but for the present 
all that the Court could do was to order the executor to pay 
over to the plaintiff or her attorney the balance due, 
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together with interest from “February, 1863, the period 
when the money came into his hands. 


BLoomsgvry. 
(Before Mr. Gzorce Laxe Russet, Judge.) 
July 15.—Myers and Myers v. Webb. 
Debtor and creditor—Composition deed—Proof—Bankruptcy 
Act, 1861, ss. 192, 196. 

In this case the defendant had given an insufficient notice 
of his intention to plead a deed of arrangement, under the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1861, but the insufficiency of the 
notice was waved by the plaintiff. The question was as to 
the method of passing the deed. 

Mr. G. L. Russetx held that by the joint effect of 
Waddington v. Roberts (Weekly Notes, p. 199), and Bramble 
v. Moss (16 W. R. 649), it is necessary for the party putting 
in the deed to prove that the requisites of section 192 of the 
Act have been complied with, but that he is exempted from 
the necessity of proving compliance with section 196, by 
producing a certificate from the registrar. 

[This decision seems to us perfectly sound, but we hardly 
see the relevancy of the cases.—Ep. S. J.] 





MARLBOROUGH STREET POLICE COURT. 
(Before Mr. TyrwutT.) 

July 14.—Mr. Roberts, Madame Rachel's attorney, stated 
that Madame Rachel is still confined in Newgate for want of 
bail. Application had been made to Mr. Justice Blackburn, 
and the learned judge had referred him to the committing 
magistrate. He now wished to know whether the magistrate 
would entertain the application, his own opinion, however, 
being that the proper place to apply, as laid down in Cor- 
ner’s Crown Practice, was to a judge at chambers. Mr. 
Tyrwhitt concurred with Mr. Roberts. After a prisoner was 
committed for trial a magistrate’s functions ceased. An 
ge vee for bail ought, therefore, to be made to a judge. 
Mr. Roberts said the learned judge had referred him to the 
magistrate. Mr. Tyrwhitt would recommed another appli- 
cation to the judge, stating to the learned functionary, for 
whom he had the highest respect, what was his opinion 
in reference to this matter. 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Several correspondents have lately enclosed us cases 
for opinion, offering payment. We are quite willing to 
ublish queries, but we do not furnish advice in the manner 
in which our correspondents appear to suppose. They had 
better consult their solicitors. 





Mr. Commissioner Kerr anp Composition Dzeps. 

Messrs. May & Son have addressed to us a copy of a 
letter sent by them to and published in the daily papers. 
We comment upon the subject-matter of that letter else- 
where, and as the letter has already been brought well be- 
fore the public, do not reprint it here. 





New Law Courts. 


Sir,—As you have published Mr. Street’s memorandnm, 
I shall feel obliged if you will insert the enclosed letter. 
This reply would not have been necessary if the Govern- 
ment had not thought proper to omit from the correspond- 
ence laid before Parliament Mr. Street’s letters written 
before his appoinsment. These letters urge as strongly as 
I have done, that we all competed on the distinct promise 
that the award of the judges named beforehand should be 
Jinal, and they agree with the following extract from the 
explanation which Mr. Street sent in with his plans :— 

“And first of all I must be allowed to say that, no doubt, 
the accurate and proper planning of such a building is of 
vital importance. I have assumed from the first to last that 
the schedules prepared with so much care for the competing 
architects were meant to be strictly adhered to.’’ 

I cannot but think that the course which has been 
adopted must prove fatal to future competitions, for it will 
henceforth be impossible for architects to place confidence 
in the strict and equitable adherence of the Government to 
the conditions prescribed by themselves. 

; Epwarp M. Barry. 

21, Abingdon-street, July 13. 





[Copy-] 
21, Abingdon-street, 29th June, 1868, 

Sir,—I have just seen the Parliamentary papers presented 
to the House of Commons in reply to the motion of Mr, 
Bentinck on the subject of the New Law Courts. 

Mr. Street’s memorandum calls for no remark from me, 
except that I feel bound to point out that he relies entirely 
on the reports of departments, committees, and others, who 
were not the judges, but only the professional advisers of the 
judges, while I rest my claims on the reports of the judges 
themselves, whose decision, the competitors were informed, 
would be treated as “final” by her Majesty’s Government, 
and on the faith of which promise I, in common with the 
other competitors, agreed to enter the competition. 

I take this opportunity of calling your attention to the, 
no doubt accidental, omission from the return of several 
letters respecting the award of the judges, which have an 
important bearing on the facts of the case. 

I allude particularly to a letter from me to the Right 
Hon. the Earl of Derby, the then First Lord of the Trea. 
sury, dated the 20th January, 1868 ; a letter from me to the 
Right Hon. G. W. Hunt, then Secretary to the —— 
dated 26th February, 1868, and some letters from Mr. 
Street written about the same time. 

I am, Sir, your obedient servant, 
(Signed) Epwarp M. Barry. 


[Mr. Barry does not seem to understand that the judges 
have made xo award ; what they Aave done amounts to an 
expression of opinion by which the Government might, we 
think, have guided themselves. The reports of the com- 
mittees, &c., were merely evidence for the judges to weigh 
in forming their decision.—Ep. 8. J.] 





Tnaccuractes or Propate Court Orrics Corres. 

Sir,—At the risk of stating what everyone else knows, I 
venture to call attention to the condition in which docu- 
ments, purporting to be office copies, emanate from the 
Court of Probate. 

Such copies constantly come to my hands written with a 
slovenliness and inaccuracy for which a law stationer would 
severely blame his writers, but which is simply disgraceful 
when the documents are issued by one of the highest courts 
as copies of its records. To give an instance, a few da 
since I looked through such a copy so unintelligible that I 
had to send and compare it with the probate. The will 
copied was not long, but, amongst numerous other mistakes, 
childrens’ shares were made payable “at 21” instead of 
“22” years of age ; the trustees were “to’’—“‘of the income, 
&c.,” instead of “to apply the whole or so much as they 
shall think fit of the income, &c.;’’ the testator’s children 
were to be placed in a family where they would “ have the 
advantage of two or three children of their own age”’ instead 
of “ have the advantage of the society of,’ &c.; the attesta- 
tion clause also was inaccurate and unintelligible. 

Iam aware that the Court of Probate does not profess to 
be responsible for the accuracy of copies issued only a 
“‘ office copies,” but the public are not aware of the fact, 
and in our own profession such documents are frequently 
produced for the verification of abstracts, and similar pur- 
poses. 

The Court of Probate charges at least as much a 
other courts for its “ office copies,” and I cannot imagine 
why its officers should not be responsible for the accuracy 
of such documents without charging a special fee, which is 
a severe tax when only a short extract is wanted. 

It seems to me unjustifiable that the Court should allow 
such misleading documents to go forth to the public: it 
the only Court which does so, and of all courts it is the one 
in which such a practice is the least tolerable. 

I think if the practice were called to the attention of the 
authorities, proper regulations would be made for allowing 
no incorrect copies to be issued for the future; but if other- 
wise, the stamp, ‘“ Office copy, Court of Probate,” should be 
disused, and another substituted, showing plainly that the 
Court is not responsible for the accuracy of the copy: 
Manifestly the former course is the proper one, and I 
you will use your influence to procure its adoption. 





JupGMENTS Exrsnsion Act, 1868. 
Sir,—I would call the attention of your readers to the 
provisions of the above Act which render Irish judgments 
and Scotch decreets, simply after registration, effectual im 
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England, so that execution may issue thereon, and in all re- 
spects give to an Irish judgment or Scotch decreet the 
game consequence, force, and effect, as a judgment originally 
entered up in the Common Law Courts at Westminster. 
The Act has been made reciprocal, and renders English 
judgments, after registration in Ireland or Scotland, in like 
manner effectual in those parts of the United Kingdom. 

The Act is not retrospective. 

The Scotch and Irish registers are kept by the senior 
master of the Cnet of Some. zien, as “registrar of 
judgments,” in the Registry Office, Serjeants’-inn. 
inde James Pasx, Registrar’s Chief Clerk. 

Registry of Judgments Office, 

* Court of Common Pleas. 
July 18, 1868. 








APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Cuartes A. Cookson, of the Inner Temple and Home 
Circuit, Barrister-at-law, has been appointed Law Secre- 
tary to the Supreme Consular Court in the Ottoman 
dominions. Mr. C. A. Cookson is a brother of Mr. 
Montague Cookson of the Chancery Bar. 


Mr. H. C. Marinoni, of the Calcutta Bar, has been nomi- 
nated to act as Standing Counsel to the Government of 
India, during the absence of Mr. J. Graham in England. 
When Mr. Graham left Calcutta, Mr. H. A. Eglinton was 
appointed to officiate for him, but the latter gentlemen hav- 
ing in the meantime left Calcutta, the acting appointment 
has been conferred on Mr. Marindin. This gentleman was 
called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn, in November, 1860. 


Mr. Freperick Dunpas CHAUNTRELL, acting Second 
Magistrate of Police at Bombay, has been appointed Secre- 
tary to the Bank of Bombay Commission, of which Sir 
Charles Jackson is president. Mr. Chauntrell (formerly 
known as Mr. Faithfull) was originally a solicitor in prac- 
tice at Bombay, but afterwards entered the service of 
Government as ajudge of one of the provincial small cause 
courts. 


Mr. Tuomas Ricwarp Tucker Hopeson, Solicitor, of 
Birmingham, has been elected Clerk of the Peace for that 
borough, in the room of Mr. George Edmands, deceased. 
The salary of the new clerk has been fixed at £500. In pro- 
posing his nomination, Alderman Phillips urged the services 
formerly rendered by Mr. Hodgson to the borough, in the 
capacities of town councillor, alderman, and mayor, and also 
his recent discharge of the duties of clerk of the peace while 
nominally holding the office of deputy clerk under the late 
Mr. Edmands. Mr. Hodgson was certificated as a solicitor 
in Easter Term, 1835, and is in partnership with his son 
Mr. Charles Bray Hodgson. 


Mr. Roserr Asuron, of Wigan, Lancaster, has been 
appointed a Commissioner to administer oaths in Chancery. 

Mr. Epwarp Nicuotson, of Doncaster, York, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for taking the acknowledgements 
of deeds to be executed by married women in and for the 
West Riding of the county of York. 


Mr. Samurt Heatu Heap, of No. 5, Martin’s-lane, Can- 
non-street, City, has been appointed a London Commissioner 
to administer oaths in Chancery. 


Mr. Tuomas Pue.ps, of the firm of Messrs. Reed, Phelps, 
& Sidgwick, of No. 3, Gresham-street, has been appointed 
a London Commissioner to administer oaths at common law. 


Mr. Epwarp Tuomas Wyxpe has been appointed Regis- 
trar or Prothonotary and Keeper of Records of the Supreme 
Court of the colony of the Cape of Good Hope. 


Mr. Joun Curistiz, of Stanley-crescent, Notting-hill, 
been appointed a London Commissioner to administer 
oaths in Chancery. 





PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
10.—The Scotch Reform Bill.—The Commons’ 
ents were agreed to, except one in the interpreta- 


Jul 
ays 
ion clause, enabling persons to vote without having been 
assessed to the poor-rates. 

The Admiralty Buits Bill was read a third time and 





The Lodgers’ Property Protection Bill—Second reading. 
The Marquis Townshend said that the object of the bill was 
to protect the property of lodgers against unjust seizure on 
the part of the landlord. He proposed by this bill to give the 
justices power, where the case appeared to call for it, to grant 
an order protecting the property of lodgers, and he hoped 
that what he had said would be held to be a sufficient justi- 
fication for urging upon the House the property of passing 
a simple, just, and properly devised measure for the protec- 
tion of people very numerous and very poor, who were not 
able to protect themselves. 

The Lord Chancellor said that if the object of the bill was 
to protect lodgers against the general creditors or execution 
creditors of the owner of the house, those creditors had no 
right whatever to seize the goods of the lodger. But if, on 
the other hand, the object was to protect the lodger against 
the superior landlord, then the noble marquis proposed to 
alter the whole law of distress in the country, and the wa 
that should be done was not by arming the justices wi 
power to give protection to the beds, tables, and chairs of 
the lodger against distraint, but to say once for all that no 
landlord should have the right to distrain anything on the 
premises except what belonged to his own tenant. 

The bill was then withdrawn. 

The Libel (Ireland) Bill (to assimilate the law of Ireland 
to that of England) was read a second time. 

The Renewable Leasehold Conversion (Ireland) Act Exten- 
sion Bill passed through committee. 

The Turnpike Trusts Arrangements Bill was read a second 
time. 

The Railways (Ireland) Acts Amendment Bill was read a 
second time. 

The Consular Marriages Bill passed through committee. 

July 13.—The Revenue Officers Disabilities Bill was read 
a second time. 

The Ecclesiastical Commissioners Bill was read a second 
time. . 

The Compulsory Church Rates Abolition Bill was read a 
third time and passed. 

The Railway Companies Bill passed through committee. 

The Registration Bill was read a third time and passed. 

The District Church Tithes Act Amendment Bill was read 
a second time. 


July 14.—Tho Bankruptcy Act Amendment Bill—On the 
order for committee, 

Lord Westbury said that from a hasty perusal of this bill he 
came to the conclusion that one half of the clauses were 
unnecessary and the other half extremely inconvenient if 
not mischievous. He would appeal to the noble and learned 
lord (Cranworth) who had charge of this bill whether it was 
desirable to proceed with it at this late period of the ses- 
sion. 

Lord Romilly joined in the appeal. So far as he knew, 
the great commercial bodies were opposed to the measure. 
He had received serious representations from at least three 
of the bodies interested, objecting to the clauses. as they 
stood, and a communication had been placed in his hands 
from the Incorporated Law Society in which they objected 
to legislation without due time for consideration. The ques- 
tion of bankruptcy was one which ought to be considered as 
a whole, and this had been done by the Lord Chancellor, 
who had been compelled to withdraw his bill for the present 
session. A fragmentary piece of legislation, however, like 
the present, was calculated to do a great deal of harm. He 
trusted that his noble and learned friend would not press 
this measure, but would leave the law as it now stood until 
next Session. 

The Lord Chancellor thought the main object of the bill 
was desirable, and that, with one or two amendments, it 
would be a good and safe measure. With these amend- 
ments the bill was one which he thought it would be proper 
and advantageous to pass. There were two things to be 
aimed at in legislation of this kind—first, that the object of 
the bill should be good ; and, secondly, that they should be 
able to satisfy the public mind in regard to the bill, and to 
take care that those who were interested in the matter 
should have sufficient time to lay before the Legislature 
their objections to the measure. Various bodies had ex- 
pressed their surprise that at so late a period of the session, 
after a general measure on the part of the Government had 
been abandoned, one portion of that measure should be 
taken up and carried into law. He suggested that the bill 
should either stand over until another session, or that at 
least a week should be allowed for those representations og 
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the subject of the bill which persons interested may desire 
to make. 

Lord Cranworth could not admit that this bill was being 
pressed against the wishes of the commercial community, 
for he held in his hand a petition from the Leeds Chamber 
of Commerce in favour of the measure, and the secretary of 
the General Association of Chambers ef Commerce had 
written to state that he had frequently heard the subject of 
this small bill discussed, and that he was confident a very 
large majority of members of the Chambers were favourable 
to it. It was true it was only a fragment of the larger 
measure, relative to arrangement deeds, instead of bank- 
ruptcy. These arrangement deeds had given rise to ¢he 
greatest. frauds, there being very imperfect security for 
ascertaining whether the persons executing them consti- 
tuted three-fourths in number and value of the creditors, and 
whether the whole of the property was given up. The bill 
was introduced in the House of Commons a few days after 
the abandonment by the Government of their general mea- 
sure, and he could see nothing in the mode of its introduc- 
tion or in its fragmentary nature that should hinder their 
lordships from legislating on this very small point during 
the present session. 

~ committee was ultimately adjourned till Friday, July 
17. 
The Revenue Officers'Disabilities Bill passed through com- 


mittee. 

The Railw: Companies Bill was read a third time and 
passed. 

The Divorce and Matrimonial Causes Bill was read a second 
time. 

The Libel (Ireland) Bill passed through committee. 

The Railways (Ireland) Acts Amendment Bill passed 
through committee. 

The District Church Tithes Act Amendment Bill was 
read a second time. 

July 16.—The Contagious Diseases Act (1866) Amendment 
Bill was read a second time. 

The Assignees of Marine Policies Bill passed through com- 
mittee. 

The Turnpike Trusts Arrangements Bill was read a third 
time and passed. 

The Divorce and Matrimonial Causes Court Bill passed 
through committee. 

The Promissory Oaths Bill—The Commons’ amendments 
were agreed to. 

The Earl of Shaftesbury said that there was a misappre- 
hension that the eighth clause as it stood went so far as not 
only to repeal the Oath of Supremacy, but to exonerate the 

rgy altogether from any obligation to recognise the 

upremacy of the Crown. 

The Lord Chancellor distinguished between the Oath 
of Supremacy and the doctrine or law of the Sovereign’s 
supremacy, thestatutory sanction of which though the theory 
was much more ancient, originated in Acts of the 24th and 
two following years of Henry VIII., which, repealed in the 
reign of Mary, but revived in that of Elizabeth, still, as Hal- 
lam had declared, constituted the main links of the con- 
nexion of Church and State, and, independently of any oath, 
were binding onall subjects, lay and ecclesiastical, an addi- 
tional obligation to obedience to this doctrine being, indeed, 
imposed on clerical consciences by the subscription at 
ordination of the 37th Article, which distinctly affirmed 
that doctrine. The Oath of Supremacy, on the 
other hand, when originally passed in the reign of 
Elizabeth, covered as much ground as the doctrine, 
containing an affirmation of belief in the Soveriegn’s 
supremacy, and also an abjuration of the authority of any 
foreign prince. Inthe reign of William and Mary, however, 
the affirmative part had dropped out, and had never been 
replaced. But the negative part, which was thus the whole 
that had been retained, was already binding on the laity, 
under the Act of Henry VIII., and doubly binding on the 
clergy as well under that statute as by their subscription to 
the 37th Article. Consequently there was no ground for 
the alleged alarm in the country that the abolition of an oath, 
which was in fact superfluous, amounted to any change as 
to the doctrine of the Royal supremacy. 

Lord Westbury said that if he had observed the form of 
expression contained in the bill he would have suggested the 
propriety of altering it. 

The Lord Chancellor added that the history of the legisla- 
tion on the subject was not creditable in respect of the way in 
which Acts of Parliament were drawn. Thé Act of 1865 was 





drawn at alate period of the session, and an amendment was 
inserted introducing the terms of the Oath of Sup 
and Allegiance contained in the Act of 1858 ; and that error 
had been perpetuated in the present bill. 

The Endorsing of Warrants Bill passed through com- 
mittee. 


ee 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 

July 10.—The Bribery Bill,—Committee, resumed from 
July 6. 

The House agreed to a resolution authorising the pay. 
ment out of the Consolidated Fund of the salaries of fi the 
judges who might be appointed under this Act. 

The consideration of the clauses of the bill was then re. 
sumed at clause 10, which, as well as clauses 11, 12, and 
18, was struck out. 

On clause 14, 

Mr. Disraeli moved the insertion, page 6, line 12, after 
the word ‘Act,’ of the following provisions, embody. 
ing the decision arrived at on July 6 on the motion of Mr. 
Ayrton as to the mode of trying election petitions. 

(1.) The trial of every election petition shall be con- 
ducted before a puisne judge of one of her Majesty's 
Superior Courts of Common Law at Westminster, to be 
selected from a rota to be formed as hereinafter mentioned. 

(2.) The members of each of the Courts of Queen’s Bench, 
Common Pleas, and Exchequer shall, on or before the first 
day of Michaelmas Term in every year, select by a majority 
of votes one of the puisne judges of such court, not being 
a member of the House of Lords, to be placed on the rota 
for the trial of election petitions during the ensuing year. 

(8.) If in any case the members of the said court are 
equally divided in their choice of a puisne judge to be 

heal on the rota, the Chief Justice of such court (includ. 
ing under that expression the Chief Baron of the Exchequer) 
shall have a second or casting vote. 

(4.) Any judge placed on the rota shall be re-eligible in 
the succeeding or any subsequent year. 

(5.) In the event of the death or illness of any judge for 
the time being on the rota, or his inability to act for 
reasonable cause, the court to which he belongs shall fil 
up the vacancy by placing on the rota another puisne judge 
of the same court. 

(6.) The judges for the time being on the rota shall, ac. 
cording to their seniority, respectively try the election 
petitions standing for trial under this Act, unless they other. 
wise agree among themselves, in which case the trial of each 
election petition shall be taken in manner provided by such 
agreement. 

These provisions were agreed to without amendment. 

The 7th provision—‘‘ Where it appears to one of her 
Majesty’s principal Secretaries of State, upon a certificate 
under the hands of the judges on the rota, after due con- 
sideration of the list of petitions under this Act for the 
time being at issue, that the trial of such election petitions 
will be inconveniently delayed unless an additional judge 
or judges be appointed to assist the judges on the rota, each 
of the said courts (that is to say) the Court of Exchequer, 
the Court of Common Pleas, and the Court of Queen’s 
Bench, in the order named, shall, on and according to the 
requisition of such Secretary of State, appoint one of the 
puisne judges of the court to try election petitions for the 
ensuing year; and any judge so appointed shall, during 
that year, be deemed to be on the rota for the trial of elec- 
tion petitions’—was amended by omitting the words re 
lating to the Secretary of State. 

No. 8—‘‘ No judge <p apere in pursuance of or after the 
passing of this Act shall be placed on the rota for the trial of 
election petitions until the expiration of two years from the 
date of his appointment ”—was struck out. 

Clause 14.—Mr. Ayrton moved an amendment, providing 
that the trial should be with a jury. The amendment was 
negatived by a majority of 185 to 53. 

lauses 15 and 16 were agreed to. 

On clause 17 (appointment of commissioners of inquity 
in the event of a report that corrupt practices had exten: 
sively prevailed) 

Mr. Sandford moved the addition at the end of the clause 
of the following words :— 

“And in every case where a member for a county or 4 
borough may be unseated for corrupt practices, then andi 
every such caso a commission shall be issued according t 
the provisions of the Act of the Session of the 15th and 
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—— 4s 
16th years of the reign of her present Majesty, intituled 
‘An Tet to provide for more effective inquiry into the exist- 
«noe of corrupt practices at elections of members to serve in 
Parliament,’ for the purpose of inquiring into the prevalence 
of corrupt practices in such county or borough ; and the ex- 
of such commission and such inquiry shall be defrayed 
fr the county or borough to which such commission shall be 
The amendment was negatived by a majority of 126 to 
72, and progress was reported. ; 

Consular Courts in Egypt.—Mr. Layard called attention 
to recent communications between the British and Egyptian 
Governments in regard to the Consular Courts in Egypt. 
He showed that they had led to great abuses, had thrown 
griousimpediments on the administration of justice,and, parti- 
milarly in cases where the smaller European States were 
concerned, had afforded the means of practicing discreditable 
extortions on the Eastern Governments. Approving Lord 
Stanley’s despatches on the subject, he urged him to invite 
the French Government to join in a mixed commission to 
inquire into the working of this anomalous jurisdiction. 
eo) Stanley admitted fully that this extra-territorial 
jurisdiction was an evil only to be justified by necessity, but 
it would not be wise to give it up until some other imparti 
tribunal could be substituted for it. In a despotic country 
lke Feypt it would be difficult to find native judges who 
would have any other idea but of deciding for their own 
Government. All the European Governments were in favour 
of appointing a mixed commission to ascertain how an 
international Court could be established, and he pledged 
himself to do all in his power to bring about a more satis- 
factory state of things. 

The Tithe Commutation, §c., Acts Amendment Bill was read 
asecond time. 

The Sanitary Act (1866) Amendment Bill passed through 
committee. 

July 13.—-Appeal Courts of Assessed Taxes.—Mr. Treeby 
call attention to a grievance that had long existed in almost 
every country in England and Wales—viz., the great dis- 
tance of the appeal courts of assessed taxes from a large 
number of boroughs and towns where the cause of appeal 
arises—and to ask the Government to take such steps as 
would effectually rectify the evils complained of, either by 
requesting the Commissioners of Taxes to use their endea- 
vours to establish such courts or by bringing in a bill to 
establish courts of appeal for all places set out in the return 
ordered to be printed on the 11th of May, 1868 (Parliamen- 
tary Paper No. 258 of session 1867-8), so as to bring those 
places within the distance of four or five miles from the courts 
of appeal proposed to be established. 

The Zurnpike Act Continuance Bill passed through com- 
mittee. 


July 14.—The Bribery Bill Committee. Clauses 17—29 
were agreed to, with one or two slight amendments. 

On clause 30, Mr. Lowther moved an amendment, 
throwing the expenses of the courts held by the judge upon 
the locality. The amendment was negatived by a majority 
of 134 to 67. 

Clauses 31—44 were agreed to with slight amendments. 

On clause 45 (punishment of corrupt practices) Mr. 
Powell moved an amendment, substituting for the seven 
years general incapacity inflicted upon candidates found 
guilty of consenting to bribery, an incapacity extending 
only to the particular constituency and Parliament. ‘The 
amendment was negatived by a majority of 197 to 26, and 
the House adjourned. 

Registration of Ships in British Possessions.—A bill by Mr. 
Cave, to amend the law, was read a first time. 

The Liquidation Bill passed through committee. 


July 15.—The Investment of Trust Funds.—Supplemental 
Bill—On the second reading, the bill was thrown out by 
a majority of 33 to 16. 

The Sale of Poisons and Pharmacy Act Amendment Bill 
passed through committee. 

The Mines Assessment Bill was withdrawn. 

The Liguidation Bill was read a third time and passed. 

the Sanitary Act (1866) Amendment Bill was read a 
third time and passed. 

July 16.—Naturalization and Expatriation.—In answer to 
Mr. W. E. Forster, Lord Stanley said that her Majesty’s 
Government are quite prepared to accept in principle the 
views of the naturalization question for which the United 
States’ Government contend. Theyhad declined, however, to 








enter into any treaty upon the subject just at present, for 
two reasons—firstly, because some legal details have to be 
arranged, and are now being considered by the commission 
appointed for that purpose, and next, because even if they 
were to act irrespectively of the report of that commission 
such a treaty would be perfectly useless until an Act of 
Parliament is passed to bring it into operation. In the pre- 
sent state of business, it would have been useless to attempt 
to bring in so large and important a measure. If it should 
be his fortune to have any share in the Government next 
year he should be ready to introduce a bill upon the subject 
in the new Parliament. 





IRELAND. 


COURT OF COMMON PLEAS. 
(Sittings at Nisi Prius, a Monauan, C.J., and a Special 


ury. 
July 6 and 7.—Wm. Bellv. John and Archibald Collum. 


This was an action brought by the plaintiff, a Parliamen- 
tary agent in London, to recover from the defendants, soli- 
citors in Dublin and Enniskillen, a sum of £257 28. 2d., 
the amount of two bills of costs incurred in certain Par- 
liamentary proceedings for the Enniskillen, Bundoran, 
and Sligo Railway Company. The question was whether 
the defendants, who are the solicitors for the rail- 
way company, were personally responsible to the plain- 
tiff, or whether he was not bound to look to the 
company for his costs; and if the defendants were 
personally liable, then a question woul: «rise whether 
a sufficient demand of costs was made, by ti.v plaintiff, and 
prior to the bringing of the action. 

The jury found a verdict for the defendants, with costs. 

Sergeant Barry and P. Martin were for the plaintiff. 
Butt, Q.C., Dowse, Q.C., and P. White, for the defendantg. 








FOREIGN TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE. 


AMERICA. 
District Court oF PHILADELPHIA. 
McKennan v. Bodine. 

Liability of a public officer appointed to inspect flour for 
“passing” ae sound a quantity of flour, which, being bought 
by the plaintiff in consequence of its having been so passed, 
proved unsound. 


The defendant was a public officer appointed by the State 
to inspect flour. The plaintiff had agreed to buy a quantity 
of flour of a certain firm, provided it passed the defendant’s 
inspection as provided by law, and was marked by him. 
“extra family.”” The defendant passed the flour as sound, 
and marked it “extra family,” upon which the plaintiff 
paid the price. The plaintiff alleged that the greater part 
of the flour was, when so passed by the defendant, “sick ””— 
i.e., turning sour—in consequence of which he was obliged 
to dispose of it at a loss; and he now sued the defendant for 
the balance, as damages. 

The defendant demurred, on the ground that the declara- 
tion sought to enforce a liability founded on the exercise of 
his discretion and judgment in the execution of his office. 

TuaYeEr, J., in delivering the opinion of the Court, said— 
. . «+ Chief Justice Taney says a public officer is not 
liable to an action if he falls into error in a case where the 
act to be done is not merely a ministerial one, but is one in 
relation to which it is his duty to exercise judgment and dis- 
cretion, even although an individual may suffer by his mis- 
take.”” In a very able dissenting opinion delivered by 
MeLean, J., in Kendall v. Stokes, 3 Howard, 789, he states 
three grounds on whicha publicofficer may be held responsible 
to the injured party. 1. Where he refuses todo a minis- 
terial act. 2. Where he does an act which is not within his 
jurisdiction. 3. Where he acts wilfully, maliciously and un- 
justly. It has been repeatedly held that an action will lie 
against the judge or inspector of an election for refusing a 
vote, if the refusal was malicious. In Lincoln v. Hapgood, 
11 Mass. 350, it was held that the action could be main- 
tained although the election officers were not chargeable 
with malice ; but this decision seems to be at variance with 
the decisions of~most of our own States as well as those 
of England: Junkins v. Waldron, 11 Johns. 114; and the 
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unsoundness of the decision in Lincoln v. Hapgood is shown 
pf = decisions of the Supreme Court of the same state. 

us in Griffin v. Rising, 11 Met. 389, it was decided that 
no action could be maintained against assessors for their 
omission to tax an individual whereby he lost his right to 
vote at an election, unless it be shown affirmatively that 
they omitted to tax him wilfully, purposely, or with a de- 
sign to deprive him of his vote; and in Spear v. Cummings, 
23 Pick. 224, it was held that a teacher of a town school was 
not liable to an action by a parent for not instructing his 
children. In’ Donahoe v. Richards, 38 Maine. 379, and in 
Stephenson v. Hall, 14 Barb. 222, it was held that the duties 
imposed upon the school committee as to expelling scholars 
from a public school partake of a judicial character, and for 
an honest though erroneous discharge of them they are not 
liable in a suit for damages to a person expelled. In Jurner 
v. Jollif, 9 Johns. R. 385, the Court say that in every case 
where an officer is entrusted by common law or by statute 
an action lies against him for neglect of the duty of his 
office. The case in which this was said was an action 
against a bailiff for neglect in not taking proper care of 
goods seized under an attachment. In Mygall v. Washburn, 
1 Smith, 316, assessors who placed upon the roll the name of a 
person not liable to taxation, in consequence of which his 
property was levied upon for taxes, were held responsible in 
an action for damages. In Reed v. Conway, 20 Missouri, 22, 
it was held that where ministerial officers are required to 
exercise their judgment, they are not liable for any errors 
in the absence of malice, and the doctrine was applied in 
that case to the acts of a surveyor general, an officer created 
by Act of Congress. Gross negligence in the discharge of a 
fiduciary trust was held in Com. v. Rodes, 6 B. Monroe, 171, 
to be evidence of fraud. This subject was much dwelt 
upon by C. J. Best, in Henley v. The Mayor of Linn, 5 Bing 
107. “ Now I take it to be perfectly clear,”’ says he,‘ that if 
a public offiver abuses his office, either by an act of com- 
mission or omission, and the consequence of that is an 
injury to an individual, an action may be maintained 
against such public officer. Then what constitutes a public 
officer? In my opinion any one who is appointed to dis- 
charge a public duty, and receives a compensation in what- 
ever shape, is a public officer;’’ and he puts the case of a 
bishop neglecting to hold an ecclesiastical court, and thereby 
preventing an individual from proving a will, by which he 
sustains an injury ; and the case of a clergyman who should 
neglect to register a baptism, in consequence of which a 
person should lose an estate; and the case of the lord of a 
manor who should neglect to hold a court, by which a copy- 
holder should be prevented from having admission to a 
copyhold. ‘If aman,” he says, “takes a reward for the 
discharge of a public duty, that instant he becomes a public 
officer; and if by any act of negligence, or by any act of 
abuse in his office, any individual sustains an injury, that 
individual is entitled to redress in a civil action.’ (Ib. 
108.) 

The Supreme Court of Pennsylvania held, in Downiny v. 
McFadden, 6 H. 336, that an officer of the State exercises the 
State’s discretion, and must have its exemption from liability 
to action if he exercises it faithfully, and they applied the 
principle in that case to the protection of persons who had 
removed buildings on the embankment of the Philadelphia 
and Columbia Railroad, under the direction of the canoe 
commissioners. 

Upon the argument of this demurrer, no cases were cited 
by the counsel bearing upon this question ; and in my own 
examination of the authorities, which has been extensive, 
LThave discovered but two cases bearing directly upon the 

uestion of the responsibility of inspectors for a negligent 
} ety of duty resulting in damage. In the case of 
Seamen v. Patten, 2 Caines, 312, the action was against an 
inspector general of provisions for condemning as unmer- 
chantable beef belonging to the plaintiff, and it was held by 
the Supreme Court of New York, Livingston, J., delivering 
the opinion, that the officer in that case was not answerable 
to a party for an omission arising from mistake or mere want 
of skill, if there was no bad faith, corruption, malice, mis- 
behaviour or abuse of power; and because nothing of that 
kind appeared in the particular case the judgment was 
reversed. 

In Nickerson v. Thompson, 33 Maine, 433, the Supreme 
Court of Maine decided that an inspector of fish is bound to 
such thorough examination of the article inspected as to be- 
come satisfied that it is of the quality and condition designated 
by his brand. That he is not responsible as upon a warranty 
for the correctness of the brand, but that he is responsible for 





the possession and exercise of skill and care sufficient fo 
performing the duty affixed by the statute to his office ; anj 
that if an inspector aflix his brand to an article without 
knowing its condition, he is responsible for all inj 
occasioned thereby to a person purchasing upon the credit of 
the brand. 

The provisions of the Maine inspection law (Revise 
Statutes of Maine, c. 54) are very similar to our own. Tho 
inspector is commissioned by the governor, he is to be swom, 
and to give a bond with sufficient sureties for the faithfyl 
performance of his duty, and the bond is for the benefit of 
any person injured by his neglect or misdoings. This is, 
case, therefore, directly in point, and if it were the decision 
of our own Supreme Court, would be conclusive of the pre. 
sent question. The line which separates gross negligence 
from fraud in the discharge of official duty is very obscum 
and difficult of definition. A jury is at liberty to infer the 
latter from the former. ‘There would seem to to be no good 
reason why a public officer should be held responsible for 
fraud or malice or be relieved from the consequences of un. 
justifiable neglect. The injury is the same in both cases, 
and both are ‘equally a violation of his official duty and 
of the conditions of the trust reposed in him. He can. 
not be made responsible for an honest mistake of judgment, 
but for a reckless disregard of his duty and wilful negligencs 
xesulting in serious damage, he ought, both upon reason and 
authority, to be held responsible. The Act of 15th April, 
1835, which requires the inspector to give a bond with 
sureties for the faithful performance of his duties, declares 
that the bond “shall be for the use of all persons who 
be aggrieved by the acts or neglect of such inapecten!” a 
the inspector would be responsible for his neglect in an 
action upon his official bond, I see no reason why, like other 
public ministerial officers, he should not be also responsible 
for his neglect in a common law action. 

Demurrer overruled, and the defendant has leave to with 
draw his demurrer and to plead. 








OBITUARY. 


MR. JOHN STONE. 
The death of Mr. John Stone, barrister-at-law, of the 
Western Circuit, took place at Weston-super-Mare on the 


7th July, from the effects of a paralytic stroke with which 


he was seized on the previous Sunday. Mr. Stone was 
originally an attorney, but was called to the bar at Gray's 
inn in May, 1831. He first came into notice by the abili 
he displayed, as junior to Mr. Payne, on the trial of Mary 
Ann Burdock for the murder of Clara Ann Smith, in 183) 
after which he soon acquired a large practice, and 

so successful in the criminal courts that a learned Queen's 
Counsel dubbed him the ‘rock of felons.” Whilst in 
practice Mr. Stone held a standing retainer from the Bristdl 
and Exeter Railway Company. Mr. W. H. Cole. QO, 
is a son-in-law of the deceased gentleman. Mr. Stone 
formerly resided in Bath, and was leader of the sessions bar 
of that city for several years, but retired from practice 
altogether about three yearsago. He had reached a very 
advanced age, being close upon eighty years old at the time 
of his death. ~-We are indebted to the Bath Express for the 
above facts regarding the late Mr. Stone’s career. 


MR, JOHN MARCHANT, JUN. 

The death of this gentleman took place after about tw 
days’ illness in his chambers, Great George-street, West 
minster. He was in practice in the town of H 
having been admitted in Michaelmas, 1854. Being engage 
in carrying a private bill through the House, the excite 
ment consequent upon the success of his arduous exertious 
caused the bursting of a blood-vessel. We are inf 
that he was carried out of the House in a fainting state, aul 
that this condition prevented his removal to his home. Th 
deceased gentleman had the management of large 
in the County of Hertford, where his loss will be much 
felt. 


MR. GEORGE EDMANDS. 

Mr. George Edmands, Clerk of the Peace for Birming®> 
expired on the Ist July, at a prévate asylum near 
ampton, after several months of mental and physic 
stration. Mr. Edmands took an active part in the R 
agitation forty years ago. 
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COURT PAPERS. 


TRINITY VACATION, 1868. 
ReGuLA GENERALIS. 
July 9th, 1868. 

It is ordered that, from and after the first day of Michael- 
mas Term next, inclusive, the rule 43 of Hilary Term, 1853, 
be rescinded, and that, in lieu thereof, the rule for the entry 
of all causes for trial in London and Middlesex shall be as 
follows (that isto say):— 

“ Causes for every sitting within term or after term shall 
be entered before five — p.m. on the day next but one 
preceding the first day of such sitting.” 

. ’ A. E. Cocksurn. 
‘Wo. Bovitt. 
Firzroy Ketty. 
F. P. Wixss. 
Coxin BLACKBURN. 
H. S. Keatine. 
MontacueE Situ. 
JAMES HANNEN. 


ORDER IN BANKRUPTCY. 


It is ordered that the general order of the 8th Aug., 1863, 
be rescinded, and that during the time appointed by order 
for vacations in the High Court of Chancery, the offices of 
the Chief Registrar of the Court of bere g a and the 
offices in Lincoln’s-inn-fields, now connected with the Court 
of Bankruptcy, and used for the Ba ope of leone, the 
business of the late Court for the Relief of Insolvent Debtors, 
shall be opened at eleven o’clock in the forenoon, and be 
closed at two o’clock in the afternoon. 

That a notice of the time appointed for each vacation in 
the: said Court of Chancery be from time to time affixed in 
some conspicuous place in snch several offices for ten days 
prior to the commencement thereof. (Signed) 

Carrns, C. 
Epwarp Ho.royp, Commissioner. 
Tuos. Ewrne Wins.tow, Commissioner. 

No sitting for the bankrupt to pass his last examination, 
orto make application for his order of discharge, and no 
sitting or meeting for any other purpose (except such as in 
the opinion of the Court may be absolutely necessary) will be 
—— to be held between the 15th Aug. and the Ist 


On Saturdays, between the 16th Aug. and the 31st. Oct., the 
business of the court will, as far as possible, be confined to 
filing petitions for adjudication of bankruptcy, to obtaining 
adjudications of fos sescrenay to filing declarations of insol- 

, and to the registration of trust-deeds ; and on every 
day during such last-mentioned period, if the business should 
be over, the court will rise at three o’clock. 

The registrars will take their vacations, as far as prac- 
ticable, at the same time as the commissioners. 

Under the above arrangements, the attendance of the 
commissioners and registrars will be as follows : 

From the Ist to the 15th July two commissioners and 
four registrars will be in attendance—namely, Mr. Com- 
missioner Holroyd and Mr. Commissioner Winslow ; Mr. 
Registrar Roche, Mr. Registrar Brougham, Mr. Registrar 
Murray, and Mr. Registrar Pepys. 

From the 16th July to the 15th Aug. one commissioner 

d two registrars will be in attendance—namely, Mr. Com- 
missioner Winslow, Mr. Registrar Roche, and Mr. Registrar 

uray. 

From the 10th Aug. to the 31st Oct. one commissioner and 
two registrars will be in attendance—namely, Mr. Com- 
en Goulburn, Mr. Registrar Hazlitt, and Mr. Regis- 


Pepys. 

From Sept. 1st to the 30th, Mr. Commissioner Holroyd and 
Mr. Registrar Brougham, and Mr. Registrar W. C. Spring 
Rice ; and from Oct. Ist to the 31st, Mr. Commissioner 

Mr. Registrar Hazlitt, and Mr. Registrar Pepys. 





_ Sir John B. Karslake, the Attorney-General, has accepted an 

-— from Exeter to contest the representation of that 

The Zimes cites the following from an Irish paper, the 

hibbereen Eagle :—~* As Murny As CRICKETERS.—The first 

day of the Sessions at Bantry, judges, counsellors, lawyers, 

Cricket and process-servers, for want of business, went 
g. 


PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


ENGLISH FUNDS AND RAILWAY STOCK. 
Last Quotation, July 17, 1868. 


(From the Oficial List of the 


actual business transacted.] 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 


3 per Cent, Consols, 944 
Ditto for Account, Aug. 94% 
3 per Cent. Reduced, 94$ 
New 3 per Cent., 944 

Do. 34 per Cent., Jan, 794 
Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. 794 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’72 
Annuities, Jan. ’80 — 


Annuities, April, ’85 125 

Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 

Ex Bills, £1000; per Ct. 16 pm 

Ditto, £500, Do 16 pm 

Ditto, £100 & £200, 16 pm 

Bank of England Stock, 4 per 
Ct. (last half-year) 246 

Ditto for Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES, 


India Stk.,10$ p Ct.Apr.’74, 215 
Ditto for Account 

Ditto 5 per Cent., July, ’80 115 
Ditto for Account, — 

Ditto 4 per Ceat., Oct. ’88 105 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — 





Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent. 91 


Ind. Enf. Pr., 5p C., Jan.’72 104 

Ditto, 54 per Cent., May,’79 110} 

Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
April, 64 — 

Do. Do., 5 per Cent., Aug. °73 105} 

Do. Bonds, 5 per Ct., £1000 30 pm 

Ditto, ditto, under £1006, 30 p m 








RAILWAY STOCK. 





















































Shres. Railways. Paid, |Closing Prices 
Stock | Bristol and Exeter ........ccsssesssrsrsessesesss| 100 cry 
Stock | Caledonian 100 725 
Stock | Glasgow and South-Western .......0vsee 100 97 
Stock | Great Eastern Ordinary Stock ......0000 100 383 
Stock Do., East Anglian Stock, No. 2 ........ 100 Th 
Stock | Great Northern 100 102 
Stock Do., A Stock* 100 97 
Stock | Great Southern and Western of Ireland! 100 97 
Stock | Great Western— Original ...... ++} 100 483 
Stock; Do., West Midland—Oxford 314 
Stock Do., d0.—Newport .....s0008 - ov 
Stock | Lancashire and Yorkshire ...... 1284 
Stock | London, Brighton, and South “oast...... | 100 52 
Stock | Loxrdon, Chatham, and Dover.........000+| 100 1 
Stock | London and North-Western | ie 
Stock | London and South-Western  ........cs0000 925 
Stock | Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoin.........| 100 41 
Stock | Metropolitan 108 113 
Stock | Midland 100 1033 x n 
Stock} Do., Birmingham and Derby 4.1...) 100 76 
Stock | North British 100 34 
Stock | North London 100 119 
10 Do., 1866 li 
Stock | North Staffordshire 100 57 
Stock | South Devon...... 100 45 
Stock | South-Eastern 100 14g 
Stock | Taff Vale 100 144 








— \ —_ 
* A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. bas been paid to B. 











MonEY Market AND City INTELLIGENCE. 

The dullness of last week was continued by its successor, and 
extended to almost all kinds of investments, even foreign se- 
curities being flat. A tendency to decline was encouraged by 
the anticipated creation of new capital in the Metropolitan Rail- 
way Company, and the issue of guaranteed stock in the Cana- 
dian Intercolonial Railway, and rumours respecting certain 
foreign loans. A reaction then set in, favoured by small invest- 
ments of the late dividends, and almost all kinds of investment 
now display considerable firmness. 

The London Joint Stock Bank, at their half-yearly meeting 
on Thursday, declared the usual dividend of 12$ per cent. per 
annum. 

The Union Bank held their annual general meeting on Wed- 
nesday, and declared a dividend of 15 per cent. per annum. 

The London and Westminster Bank, at their half-yearly 
meeting on Wednesday, declared a dividend of 6 per cent. per 
annum, with a bonus 9 per cent. 

The Consolidated and the Metropolitan Banks have each 
declared a dividend of 4 per cent. per annum, and the 
Alliance Bank a dividend of 3 per cent. per annum. 








Mr. Charles Egan, the well-known conveyancing barrister, 
has, we are informed, taken chambers for professional consulta 
tion at Worcester.— Worcester Herald. 

THE RELEASE oF Mr. WILKINSON.—It matters comparatively 
little to the public whether Mr. Wilkinson or Mr. Lawson has 
got the best of the question, but it is a matter of the very 
highest public importance that the Home Secretary should have 
acted as he did. He appears to have pardoned Mr. Wilkinson 
upon no better authority than Mr. Holt’s inference from the 

ission made by Mr. Lawson’s counsel. This appears to us 
to be conduct deserving of the severest blame unless it can be 
explained. Mr. Wilkinson was tried and convicted by a judge 
and jury at the Old Bailey. The Secretary of State considered 
and reaffirmed that decision a year ago, and he now reverses it 
on the ground of the inference supposed to follew from the 
terms on which a civil action was settled, although the interests 
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of the public were altogether unrepresented on the occasion. 
As soon as the pardon is granted the inference on which it was 
founded is repudiated by the person principally concerned. If 
the case had been tried out, and if Mr. Lawson and Mr. Wil- 
kinson had told their respective stories in open court and 
subject to cross-examination, and if Mr. Wilkinson’s story had 
been believed, the course taken by the Secretary of State would 
—, have been correct: but we cannot imagine a more 

angerous precedent than that which is set when a private 
arrangement between party and party as to a civil liability is 
made the occasion of reversing the judgment of a criminal 
court and the decision of the Home Secretary. We earnestly 
hope that some member of Parliament will ask for an explana- 
tion.— Pali Mall Gazette. 


A WetsH Jury.—At the Montgomery Quarter Sessions, 
held at Newtown, last week, before Mr. C. W. Wynne, M.P., 
and a bench of magistrates, a tailor, named John. Welsh, was 
placed in the dock, charged with stealing a milk-can, the pro- 
perty of David Davies, residing at Meifod. The prisoner was 
undefended, and the jury, after hearing the evidence, handed in 
a verdict of guilty, and Welsh was sentenced to three months’ 
imprisonment, with hard labour. According to the local Ex- 
press it has since transpired that, so far from finding the prisoner 
guilty, the jury were unanimous in the belief that he was inno- 
cent, and the foreman was charged with the delivery of a ver- 
dict accordingly, but that when he stood up to reply to the 
formal question of the clerk of the court the unfortunate man 
lost his presence of mind and delivered a verdict of ‘ Guilty,” 
and the prisoner was consigned to gaol in the presence of the 
jury, who wei: too frightened to interfere.— Times. 

It is impossii,! \*» .:tness an argument before any of the Courts 
in banc, in West.uinster Hall, and not feel that the judges, the 
counsel on both sides, and the parties, if present, which seldom 
is the case, as well as the bystanders, who are often very numerous, 
are all striving, consciously and quietly, towards one result, to 
find out, in the shortest way and time, theexact truth and justice 
of the case. So that, if the presiding judge, or, what is often the 
case, al] the judges in succession, interpose ever so formidable 





objections, there is no fluttering among the counsel at meeting 
unexpected difficulties, and no feeling of disappointment among 
the judges at having objections satisfactorily and conclusively 
answered. ‘I'here seems to be no pride of opinion among the 
judges, no unwillingness to yield a first impression or intimation, 


but rather, on the contrary, a feeling of satisfaction, if that were | 


wrong, to have it corrected.—American Law Register. 








ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT THE MART. 
June 25,—By Mr. Frank Lewis. 


Leasehold, 2 houses, Nos. 7 and 8, Harmood-street, Prince of Wales- 


road, Kentish-towa, producing £75 per annum; term, 74} years 
from 1826, at £25 per annum—Sold for £370. 

Leasehold, 2 houses, Nos. 10 and 11, Orchard-street, Kentish-town, 
producing £77 12s. per annum ; term, 79 years from 1851, at £10 
per annum—Sold for £405, 

By Messrs. WaLLEN & Ciunn. 


Freehold, 154 3r 33p of arable and meadow land, and 6 houses and | 
sheps, and piece of garden ground, situate at Hornchurch, Essex— | 


Sold for £2,490. 
By Messrs. Cozz. 


ham, Upper Hardres, and Kingston, East Kent—Sold for £8,000. 


Freehold, 375a 2r 15p of wood and arable land, in the parish of West- } 


well, East Kent—Sold for £5,250. 

Freehold, Ca 3r 20p of pasture land, in the parish of Chellock, East 
Kent— Sold for £90. 

Freehold, 7a Ir 26p of wood land, known as Church Wood, Westwell, 
East Kent—Sold for £590. 

Freehold estate, known as Parsonage or Vicarage Farm, containing 
24a lr 28p of aratle, pasture, hop, and wood lard, with farmhouse 
and premises, situate in the parish of Ticehurst, Sussex—Sold for 
£3,250. 

; By Messrs. Waite & Sons. 

Freehold, Scallow’s Farm, Worth, Sussex, with farmhouse, buildings, 
and 50a 2r 28p of land—Sold for £3,020, 

July 10.—By Messrs. Norton, Trist, & Watney. 

Lzasehold house and shop, No. 44, Aldersgate-street; let at £75 per 
annum ; term, 2! years unexpired, at £21 5s. per annum—Sold for 


By Messrs. RusHwortu, Jarvis, & ABsorr. 

Freehold timber yard, stable and sheds, tronting Trinity-street, Rother- 
hithe; let on lease at £10 per annum—Sold for £260. 

Freehold house, No. 45, Trinity-street ; Jet on lease at £15 per annum 
—Sold for £200. 

By Mr. Franx Lewis. 

Absolute reversion to 4th share of the sum of £2,425 New 3 per Cent. 
— receivable on the death of a lady, aged 65 years—Sold for 
£100. 

By Messrs. Baker & Sons. 

Freehold, about 5§ acres of land, situate at Harrow-on-the- Hill, Middle- 

sex—Sold for £1,050, 


AT GARRAWAY’S, 
July 9.~—By Messrs. Stuckey & WINSTANLEY. 
Freehold property, known as the Nevendon Hall Estate, in the parishes 





of Nevendon and Gasildon, Essex, comprising a residence and about r 
72 acres of arable, meadow, and wood land—Sold for £4,089. 
, ‘ , 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 

ATKINSON — On July 8, at Bootle, near Liverpool, the wife of J. F, q, 
Atkinson, Esq., Solicitor, of twins—son aud daughter. 

BIGG—On July 13, at Wimbledon, the wife of Edward Francis Bigg, 
Esq., of twin daughters. 

CHANNELL—On July 10, at 7, Oxford-terrace, Hyde-park, the wife of 
A, M. Channell, Esq., of a daughter. 

MARRIAGES, 

BUCKLAND—JENKINS—On July 7, at All Saints’ Church, Tucking. 
mill, Cornwall, Henry Fitzherbert Buckland, Esq., Solicitor, Clifton, 
to Blanch Bamfield, only daughter of the Rev. Charles Jenkyns, jn. 
cumbent of Tuckingmill. 

CHAPMAN—CARR—On April 11, at the residence of C. Warburton 
Carr, Esq-, Avoca, Victoria, the Hon, Henry Samuel Chapman, Judge 
of the Supreme Court of New Zealand, to Selina Frances, daughter of 
the late Rev. Thomas C. Carr, M.A., rector of Aghavoe, Queen's 
County, Ireland. 

COWAN—GALBRAITH—On July 9, at Johnstone Castle, Renfrewshire, 
Hugh Cowan, Esq., Advocate, Sheriff Substitute of the county, to 
Mina, daughter of Andrew Galbraith, Esq., Merchant, Glasgow. 

DEATHS. 

ATKINSON—On July 9, at Bootle, near Liverpool, Catherine, infant 
daughter of J. F. H. Atkinson, Esq., Solicitor. 

CORPE—On July 9, G. Corpe, Esq., Southampton-road, Haverstock- 
hill, and 3, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, aged 52, 

JOHNSON—On July 10, Henry Johnson, Esq., Solicitor, late of No, 10, 
New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, and No. 2, Holland-park-terrace, Notting. 
hill, aged 48. : 

MARCHANT—On July 14, at 30, Great George-street, Westminster, 
John Marchant, jun, Esq., Solicitor, of Hertford, in his 38th year, 

WHITTINGTON—On Juiy 15, Constance Fanny Ashmore, infant child 
of Thomas Whittington, Esq., Solicitor, of 2, Dean-street, Finsbury. 
square, and No, 18, Spital-square. 


LONDON GAZETTES. 


CM tnding-up of Joint Stock Compantes. 
Farpay, July 10, 1868, 
LimivTED IN CHANCERY. 

Britannia Mills Flour and Bread Company, Birmingham, late Mary 
Bodington & Sons (Limited and Reduced).—Petition for reducing 
the capital from £5 te £3 per share, presented to the Master of the 
Rolls on June 26, is now pending. ‘The list of creditors of the com- 
pany is to be made out as for Aug 11, Sharpe & Co, Bedford-row, 
solicitors to the company. 

Herefordshire Steam Cultivating, Thrashing, and General Implement 
Company (Limited).—Creditois are required, on or before Aug 20, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debus 
or claims, to William Lewis, Hereford. Thursday, Nov 5, at 12, 
is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 


; Imperial Hotel Company, Dover (Limited).—Petition for winding up, pre- 


sented July 9, directed to be heard befure the Master of the Kolis on 
July 18. Pead, Gt George-st, Westminster, solicitor for the peti- 
tioner. 

Provincial Union Assurance Company (Limited).—Vice-Chancellor 
Malins has, by an order dated June 15, appointed Henry Chatteris, 
Gresham-bnildings, Guildhall, to be the official liquidator. Creditors 
are required, on or before Aug 29, to send their naines and addresses, 
and the particulars of their debts or claims, to the above. Wedunes- 
day, Nov 4, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the 
debts and claims. 

UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


| Finsbury Loan Company.—Petition for winding up, presented July 8, 
Freehold, 528a Ir 15p of wood land, situate in the parishes of Bar- | 


directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor Giffard on July 18. Tuay- 
lor & Co, Gt James-st, Bedtord-row, solicitors tor the petitioner. 

Londoa Freight and Outfit Insurance Association.—Creditors are re- 
quired, en or betore July 28, to send their names and addresses, and 
the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Turquand, Token- 
house-yard. Wednesday, Aug 5, at 12, is appointed for hearing and 
adjudicating upon the debts and ciaims. 

Tugspay, July 14, 1868. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Great Barrier Land, Harbour, and Mining Company (Limited).—Petitioa 
for winding up, presented June 17, directed to be heard before Vice- 
Chancellor Giffard on July 25, Baynes, Lincoln’s-inn-chambers, 
Chancery-lane, solicitor for the petitioner. 


Iron Ship Coating Company (Limited).—Vice-Chancellor Malins has, 


by an order dated June 24, appointed Edward Addis, 25, Old Jewry, #0 
be officiat liquidator. 

Palmer’s Shipbuilding and Iron Company (Limited and Reduced).— 
Petition tor reducing the capital from £2,000,00U to £1,400,000, pre- 
sented Feb 25, will be heard before the Master of the Rolls for the 
purpose of obtaining the final order confirming the reduction on 
July 25. Clements, ‘hreadneedle-st, solicitor for the pany. 





Hriendlp Societies Missolbvev. 
Frinay, July 10, 1868. 
Friendly Society, White Lion Inn, Princes Risborough, Buckingham. 


uly 6. 
New Good Intent, Marquis of Granby Tavern, Thames Ditton, Surrey. 


July 6. 
Three Friends Friendly Society, Twyford, Berks. July 7. 
Tuespay, July 14, 1868. 

Chief Lodge of the British Loyal and IndepefMent Order of , Forestets; 
Sousharupton Unity, Fish and Kettle, French-st, Southamptod. 
uly 4, 

Dundry Royal Friendly Society, Daniry Tan,, Duddry, Somerset 
July 38... 
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Creditors under Estates wn Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Farpay, July 10, 1868. 

Bell, ae Ousefleet, York, Farmer. Aug 15. 
Stuart 

Greaves, Teaac, Maeit, Stafford, Farmer. 
Greaves, 

Harrison, ane, f non all Devon, Widow. July 31. 
V.C. Gil 

Lindley, Mary Mortimer, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Spinster. 
Wil ay Barnett, M. R. 

Midford, Hannah, — Cumberland, Widow. 
» Lawson, V.C. Giffa: 

Walshaw, Thos, ial, York, Innkeeper. Aug 16. Walshaw v Wal- 
shaw, V.C. Malins. 

Tuespay, July 14, 1868. 

Beattic, bel jun, New York, America. Nov 2. 
V.C, Stu: 

Hiller, Cale, 9, Broadstir, Kent, Builder. Oct 29. 
v.c. 

Le bene, Maris, Ballater Honse, lala Norwood. 
Wilkinson v Schneider, V.C. Giffard 

wr po ig Bishopton, Warwick, Esq. Aug 8. Potts v Smith, 

Gi 


v.C. 
Whiting, Caroline Laura, Addison-gardens, South Kensington, Widow. 
Aug 8. Wintle » Johnson, V.C. Malins. 


Trevitors under 22 & 23 Wirt. car. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Frivay, July 10, 1868. 
Besly, Rev ates Long Benton, Northumberland, Clerk. Aug 6. Price 
& Co, New-sq, Lincoln’s-inn. 
Bramah, Edwd Bird, Market Bosworth, Leicester, Attorney. Oct 1. 
Cowde!l & Grundy, Abchurch-lane, 
Davies, John, Carnarvon, Innkeeper. Aug 31. 
Hawley, Wm, Adstock-field, Buckingham, Farmer. 
say & Mason, Basinghali-st. 
Williams, Rowland Edwd Louis Hy, Royal Avenue-ter, Chelsea, Esq. 
Sept 1. Jourdain, St Paul’s-chambers, Paternoster-row. 
Meadows, Martha, Hall, Lancaster. Sept 6. Hill, Lpool. 
Oliver, Matthew, Sunderland, Durham, Common Brewer. 
Oliver, Sunderland. 
—- , Timothy, Hillingdon, Middx, Farmer. Aug 22. Batt, 
Uxbridge. 
“en Hy enn 8 Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Esq. Sept7. Shephard, 
llege-hil 
Thomas, Wm, Lpool, Joiner. Aug 14, Crosse, Bell-yard, Doctors’- 
commons. 


Foster v Bell, V.C. 
Oct 10. 
Price v Tothill, 


Harrison ¥ 


Aug 31. 


July 31, Brown 


Harris v Jenkins, 
Strevens »v Hiller, 


July 3l. 


Williams, Carnarvon. 
Sept 10. Lind- 


July 20. 


TvueEsDayY, July 14, 1868, 
Bardsley, Hy, Adelaide-road, South Hampstead, Gent. Sept 11. 


Dalston & Son, Piccadilly. 
os Chard, Somerset, Widow. Sept 1. Clarke & Lukin, 


Corbet, Jane, Riverbank, Hereford, Spinster. Aug 26. Macdonald & 
Brodrick, Salisbury 

Dalton, ‘Thos, Holling worth, Chester, Gent. 

Gibbs, Robt Mockeridge, Wellingborough, Northampton, Gent. 
21. Sharman, Wellingborough. 

Greville, Wm Hamilton, Knightabridge Barracks, Lieutenant. 
Dixon, Bell-yard, Doctors’-commons. 

Houlton, John ‘lorriano, Pembroke-ter, Queen’s-rd, St John’s Wood, 
a7 "Aug 24. Marson & Dadley, Auchor-ter, Bridge-st, South- 
wark, 

Hudson, Lawrence, Gt Addington, Northampton, Wheelwright. 
20, Archbould & Haw kins, Thrapston. 

Marlow, Thos, Printers’-pl, Bermondsey, Gent. Aug 10. Slee & Co, 
Parish-st, Southwark. 

Pottle, Lemuel, Mitre-st, Aldgate, Coffeeshop Keeper. Aug 10. 
Slee & Co, Parish-st, Southwark. 

Pritchard, Alfred Hy, Dudley, Worcester, Carriage Inspector, Aug 8. 
Homfrys & Son, Hereford. 

Rutherford, Geo Shaw, Devonshire-st, Portland-pl, M.D. Aug 10. 
Bolton & Grylls Hill, Elm-ct, Temple. 

on, Warden Geo, Cuckfield-park, Sussex, Esq. Sept I. 
& Co, Git George-st, Westminster. 

Swann, Wm, Queen-sq, Westminster, Iron Merchant. 
Westminster-chambers, Victoria-st. 

Dodds & Trotter, 


Dodds & Trotter, 


Sept 7. Jepson, Manch. 
Sept 


Aug 6. 


Aug 


Fearon 


Oct 1, Taylor, 


ne, Wm, Stockton, Durham, Gent. July 1. 
Stockton-upon-Tees 


ane, Fras, Stockton, Durham, Gent. 
aa John, Stockton, Durham, Gent. July 1. Dodds & Trotter, 


July }. 


Geeds registered pursuant to Bankruptey Act, 1861. 

Farupay, July 10, 1868. 

ae Chas Ry, Leeds, Coachbuilder. 
Auld, "john, Manon, Agent. July 3. Comp. Reg July 7. 

» Fredk Wm, Hadleigh, Suffolk, Grocer. June 12. Reg 


uly 8. 

Bedford, Allison Okey, Pickering-ter, Westbourne-grove, Corn Factor. 
Tune 20, Comp. Reg July 9. 

Bingham, Fredk Fras, Bonremou:h-ter, 
July 8, Asst. Reg Jul 
og by House nf Lords Refreshment Department. June 19. 
eg 

Blair, tewed Sieeman, , ey Greewich, Grocer. July 7. Comp. 
+ John, Lpool, Bootmaker. July 4. Comp. Reg July 6. 

Nay Po Henry’s-pl, ‘etinington, Ceaniiper. June 29. 
uly 


June 17. Asst. Reg 


Asst. 


Peckham, Confectioner. 


Bolt, 
Comp. Reg 





ae. > Geo, Murray-st, Hoxton, Mannfacturer. July6. Comp. Reg 


uly 9 

Broe, Paul, St Mary Axe, Agent. July 8. Asst. Reg July 8. 

Brook, Emanuel, : eee York, Hat Manufacturer. 

Asst. 

yg my oy Ri fcba, Woe Noel-st, Islington, Mercantile Clerk. July 8, Comp 
eg July 9. 

~—— David, Prisoner for Debt, Chester. June 26. Asst. Reg 
uly 8. 

Butcher, Wm Alfred, Birm, Grocer. June 26. Comp. Reg July 9. 

ve John, Aberdare, Glamorgan, Grocer. July 4. Comp, Reg 


June 22. Comp. Reg 


July 7. 


clam, Thos, Plough-lane, Battersea, Joiner. 
8. 


uly 

SS Michael, Wigan, Lancaster, Clothier. 
aly 8 

Cooper, 'Wm Geo, jun, a Hammersmith, Lime Merchant. 
June 25. Comp. Reg July 9. 

Croxford, se Edwd, 'Hackney-rd, Confectioner. July 8. 


Reg Jul 
Datson, "Bootmaker. July 6. Comp. Reg 


June 19. Asst. Reg 


Comp. 


: ‘jun, Penryn, Cornwall, 


July 9. 

—e Robt John, Mile End-rd, Tailor, July 3. Comp. Reg 

uly 9. : 

Embleton, John Burnes, & ae Embleton, Wingate, Durham, Millers. 
June 24. Asst. Reg July 9 

are John, Plymouth, Devon, Cab Proprietor. June 22, Asst. Reg 
July 9 

Gibson, Robt, Stagsham Boot nr Hexham, Northumberland, Farmer. 
June 16, Asst. Reg July 9. 

Gray, 1 a Dangall, Buckingham, Innkeeper. July 4. Comp, Reg 
July 1 

Griffins, ‘John, Brecon, Ruilder. June 13. Asst. Reg July 10. 

Hall, John Cressy, Lincolns-inn-fields, Attorney. June 23. Comp. 
Reg July 9. 

Heywood, ‘Thos, a a Stafford, Picture Frame Maker. June 22. 

mp. Reg July! 

Hill, John Edwd, hate. Commercial Clerk. July 2. Reg 
July 7. 

Hind, Chas, Lincoln, Draper. June l8. Asst. Reg July 9. 

ag ay te Birkenhead, Chester, Saw Mill Proprietor. June 15. Asst 
Reg July 8 

“ae ao Gt Grimsby, Lincoln, Boot Maker. July 4. Comp. 


ulys8. 
Hues Hy; Sittingbourne, Kent, Beer Retailer. May 19. Asst. Reg 


Comp. 


July 10. 
= Gabriel, Gt Tower-st, Merchant. June 27. Comp. Reg 


July 9 

Jacobs, "Lazarus, Fashion-st, Spitalfields, Tailor. 
Reg July 7. 

Jones, —- Monks Coppenhall, Chester, Engine Fitter. July 8. Comp 


Reg Jul: 
Knight, Jorn Adams, & Chas Bastond, yy Sewing Machine 
Manufacturers. June 27. Comp. Reg duly 4. 
Lane, Chas Leveson, Percy-villas, Norwood, Gent. 
Reg July 10. 
Leech, Edwin, July 6. 
July 8. 
Mackie, <r ia St John-st-rd, Clerkenwell, Jeweller. June 19. Comp 
Reg July 8 
Maddocks, Wm, Bristol, Grocer. June 12. 
Martin, Adam, Manch, Provision Dealer. June 17. Comp. 
ao Eliz, Bath, Somerset, Spinster. Juue 12. 


July 3. Comp. 


July 6. Comp. 


Laurence-lane, Stationer. Comp. Reg 


Comp. Reg July 9. 
keg July 7. 
Asst. Reg 
July 3. Comp. 


Jul 
Mesil iz, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Draper. Reg 


Makenzie, Wm, Shrewsbury, Salop, Tea Dealer. June 26. Comp. Reg 

uly 

Millard, Fredk John, Yeovil, Somerset, Boot Manufacturer. June 30. 
Comp. Reg July 8. 

Milton, Harman Matthew, Devonshire-mews ate Portland-pl, 
Livery Stable Keeper. July 8. Comp. Reg July 

— Edwd Tippett, St Day, Cornwall, Onticien. "hie 2. Asst. 
eg 

Nicholson. John, Lpool, Draper. July7. Comp. Reg July 9. 

Ollerenshaw, John, Hurdstield, Chester, Timber Merchant. July 8. 
Comp. Keg July 9 

re ‘Hednesford, Stafford, out of business. July4, Comp. 
eg 

Parkinson, "By, Mildmay-pk, Islington, Accountant. 
Reg J uly 

Preston, ‘ows a Richd, Stanford-rd, Fulham, Clerk, July 3. 
Comp. Reg July 

= _ Rete 
uly 

Priestley, John mpteme, Sheffield, India Rubber Dealer. June 22. 
Asst. Reg July 9. 

ag og ah Thos, Leonard-st, Finsbury, Builder. June 17. Comp. 
g July 8 

Slater, John, Birm. July 1. Comp. Reg July 9. 

Smitb, Wm, Lpool, Drysalter- July 4. come. Reg July 7. 

Smith, John Moore, Cornhill, Surveyor. June 27. Comp. Reg July 10. 

Soord, Thos jun, Sunderland, Durham, Corn Merchant. June 30. Asst 


Stockdale, Edwd Seet. Whitchurch, Glamorgan, Clerk. June 23, 
Comp. Reg July 10 
— a Hebden Bridge, York, Wholesale Clothier. July 1. 
8st. ly 9. 
Taylor, Thos, any Carr, York, Fancy Rug Manufacturer, June 29. 
sst, Reg 
vie Mag ‘Edwa, of Cottage, Walham-green, Gas Fitter. July 3. 
omp. July 
Walker, Sohn & Sohn ‘Bennett Walker, Sheffield, Cabinet Case Makers. 
June'lé. Asst. Reg July 8. ‘ 
a Thos, ingueb-apee- Hull, Grocer. June 18. Asst. Reg 


July 6. Comp, 


Holloway-rd, Draper. June 22. Asst. Reg 


ly 9. 
Wallet, Benj Brynmaur, Brecon, Bootmaker. June19. Comp. Reg 
uly 8, . 
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Waae, , Ja8, Wellington, Salop, Ironmonger. June 24. Comp. Reg 


uly 8 

— nee » Ventnor, Isle of Wight, Bootmaker. June 15. Comp. 
eg Jul 

waliame, Chas, Aberystwith, Cardigan, Innkeeper. June ll. Asst. 


woe er, “4 fy Walter, Diggons-st, Stepney-green, Licensed Victualler. 
June 27. Comp. Reg July 9. 
TueEspayY, July 14, 1868. 
‘i rte Sunderland, Durham, Butcher. June 15. Comp. 
ig Jul 
Atkins, Aaron, Stafford, Beerseller. July 10. Comp. Reg July 13. 
— “ey Loam Pit Vale, Lewisham, Baker. July 9. Comp. Reg 
aly 
= [~~ peeama Stockport, Chester, Solicitor. July 9. Comp. 
g July | 
Bond, Robt, Belper, Derby, Engimeer. June 27, Asst. Reg July 13. 
Bromfield, Robt. venenee Quay, Northumberland, Agent. July 6. 
Asst. Reg July 13. 
br ey Benj, Hunslet, Leeds, Waste Dealer. July 1. Asst. Reg 
uly 1 
Burrage, ‘ay Wormam, & Percy Alex Cooper Burrage, Manning-st, 
— Fancy Leather Merchants. June 18, Asst. Reg 
uly 
Cross, Ti & Geo Cross, Bratton, Wilts, Bakers. June 16. Asst. 
Reg July 11 
as ge Wm Hy, Lpool, Pianoforte Maker. 
uly | 
Davis, Wm, Birm, Dyer. 


July 13. 


June 19. Asst. Reg July 13. 

Dawson, Jas, Manch, Butcher. July 4. Asst. Reg July 18. 

es a Hamilton-st, Camden-town, Baker. July 14, Comp. Reg 

Daou, Bernard, Birm, Watchmaker. June 17. Comp. Reg oy, 13. 

Duckett, Joseph Wm, AAugustus-st, Regent’s-pk, Hay Salesman. July 
1. Comp. Reg July 11 

Dyson, John, & Allen Sykes, Huddersfield, York, Woollen Yarn 
Spinners. June 26. Asst. Reg July 10, 

oe _— Brocklehurst, Old ‘kentrd, Clothier. 
eg July | 

Pace Thos, Middlesborough, York, Tobacconist. 
Reg July 11. 

Fox, Fosep, Steke-upon-Treat, Stafford, Plumber. 
Reg July 

Godwin, tad The sore, Blackheath, Retired Captain. 
Comp. Reg’ July 

Gray, Robt, nn 6 oceninainr, Wholesale Confec- 
tioner. June 24. Comp: RegJuly 10. 

ey ard » Shepton Mallet, Somerset, ‘Engineer. June 13. Comp. 

‘§ 

Hasleden, Geo Thos, & Joseph Brymer Hasleden, haan 
Clerkenwell, Jewellers, July 13. Comp. Reg July 

7 Pras Langham-pl, Regent-st, Stationer. Sane 30. Comp. 

Horne, Wm Lowther, Gt Yarmouth, Norfolk, Beerseller. June 29. 
Comp. Reg July 13. 

nem 2 , Thos, Atherton, Lancaster, Bolt Maker. June 16. Asst. Reg 

yl 

Hoyle, il Farnshaw, & Chas Johnson, Totties in hk rea York, 
Woolen Manufacturers. June 19. Asst. Reg July Il 

Hudson, Sarah — eatin ee Southampton, Printer. 
Comp. Reg July 

Hudswell, John, Rieu: Philpot-lane, Wine Merchant. Jane 22. 
Comp. Reg July 13. 

Humphries, Benj, earietiers t, Manchester-sq, Box Maker. July 9. 


Comp. Reg uly 13 
ay Ann, Salford, Lancaster, Grocer. June 30. Comp. Reg 
July 10. Reg 


Reg 
Comp. Reg 


Comp. Reg 


Reg July 10, 
Comp. Reg 


Comp. Reg 


July 8. Comp. 


June 2¢, Comp. 
July 10. Comp. 


June 15. 


June 20. 


aly 
Jenkin, | Wm Edwd, Wimbledon, Gent. Comp. 


Comp. 


uly | 
— Walter, York-ter, Islington, Tailor, June 24. 
uly 1 


—_ Bai Lianelly, Carmarthen Draper. 
w . 


June 15. 
July 10. 


Killick, Susan, Brompton-rd, Widow. July 9. Comp. 
: b, _ Wolverhampton, Stafford, Tailor. June 24. 
uly | 
Lewis, Wm Bouri, Winchester, Southampton, Hotel Keeper. 
18. Comp. Keg July 14. 
om , John Wm, Hulme, Manchester, Printer. June 22. Asst. Reg 
yl 
i dl Walter John Senet. Cambridge-ter, Kingsland, Draper. 
June 12. Asst. Reg July 10 
Moore, John, Londesbury-r Stoke Newington, out of business. June 
12. Comp. Reg July 10. 
Murgatroyd, Jas, & Jas awd Robinson, Shipley, York Dyers. June 
- Asst. Reg July 1 
re Robt Griffith, eos, Corn Merchant. June 30. Comp. Reg 


uly 
ae yt Immanuel, Seething-lane, Merchant. July 4. Comp. Reg 


yl 
Phipp, John, Devizes, Wilts, Haulier, June 15, Asst, Reg July 10. 
Pickering. John, Brotton, York, Draper. June 22. Asst. Reg July 11. 
et m, Westham, Essex, Brickmaker. July%. Comp. Reg 

uly | 
Read, Cotapton, Malvern Lodge, Kilburn-pk, Gent. June 19. Comp. 


Reg July 14 
Reddish Gershom, Derby, Miller. June 19, Asst. Reg July 13. 
Reeve, Thos, & Fredk Thos Reeve, Whitechapel-rd, Boot Manufacturers. 
dune 19. Comp. Reg July 
— bre , Sen, Yarmeuth., Isle of Wight, Tailor. July 11. 
< 
Sebry, Geo. Fredk, =~ Cresent, Peckham, Comm Traveller. July 10- 
Comp. Reg Jul yl 
Sheffieid, Geo, van da Joiner. July 10. Comp. Reg July 13. 
Shortis, Robt Wm Acheson, & Fras John sShortis, Bristol, 
Merchants. July 8.. Comp. Reg July 13. 


oe Hyman Aron, Budge-row, Merchant. 


June 


Comp. 


Cora 





“ee! John, Forest-hill, Kent, Grocer. June 18 Comp. Reg 

yl 

= Te aes White Hart-st, Newgate-st, Butcher. July 5. Comp, 
eg July 1 

swift Hy, Scarborough, York, Tailor. June 26. Comp. Reg July 13, 

Travis, ohn, Sheffield, Builder. July 3. Comp. Reg July 1). 

Turner, Hy Harvey, ‘Trefnanney- hall, Montgomery, Farmer. June 13, 
Asst. Keg July 1 

Wilkes, Alex, Birm, ces, July 7. Comp. Reg July 1l- 

bat ey Chas, Congleton, Chester, Merchant. July 1t. Comp. Reg 
uly 13. 

Wilkinson, Jas, Destin, Cumberland, Provision Dealer. June 15, 
Asst. ‘ Reg July 

Wingate, Jane, eat Widow. June 20. Comp. Reg July 10. 


Bankrupis. 
Farpay, July .10, 1868, 
To Surrender in London. 
Allen, Thos Mead Partridge, Halstead, Essex, Butcher. Pet July 6, 
Murray. July 23 at 12. Cardinall & Wright, Halstead, 
Allen, Jas Broomfield, ae Pouitry Salesman. Pet July 6, 
July 24 at 12. Hope, Ely- 
lringer, Hy Wayland, Dee ove, Hammersmith, Clerk. Pet July?. 
Murray. July 23at2. Drake, Basinghall-st. 
Bex, Isaac John, Gravel-lane, Southwark, Licensed Victualler. Pet 
July6. July 24at 12. Beckley, Bouverie-st. 
Button, Emma Sarah, & Eliz Emma Button, William-st, Limehouse, 
Dressmakers. Pet July 6. July 24 at 12. Buchanan, Basing- 
hall-st. 


Crabb, Wm Hy, & Jas Crabb, Brick-lane, Spitalfields, Italian Ware- 
—- Pet July 6. Murray. July 21 at2. Buchanan, Basing- 
Drayson, John, Margate, Kent, Auctioneer. PetJuly7. July 24 at! 
oss, Gracechurch-st. 
Edelstein, Meyer, Graham-rd, Dalston, Comm Agent. Pet July 7. 
Murray. July 23 atl. Moss, Gracechurch-st. 
Ellis, Jas, Coningham-ter, Shepherd’s-bush, Dairyman. Pet July 7, 
July 24at 1. Moss, Gracechurch-st. 
Evans, Katherine Mary Brindley, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet 
pon tn, 7 (for pau). Brougham. July 24 at 2. Goatley, Bow-st, Covent- 
ar 
roller, 7! Thos Elias, Stratford, Essex, Glasscutter. Pet July 8. July % 
atll. Blake & Snow, College-hill, Cannon-st. 
ie = — pee ton-st, Blackfriars-rd, Wheelwright. Pet July 
6. Jul; at 12. Marshall, Lincoln’ 's-inn. fields, 
Gite G Gilbert, Gae eh Hants, Grocer. Pet July 7. Murray. July 
21 at 2. Champ, Ports 


Handel, Richd, Aiabrongh, Suffolk, Licensed Victualler. Pet July 
6. July 24 at li. Walls, Walbrook. 
Pet June 23. Pepys. July #0 


Heath, Geo, Redhill, Surrey, Deeper. 
at 12. Reed & Phelps, Gresham-st, 

Holloway, Sarah Harriett, Kirby-st, Hatton-garden, out of business. 
Pet July 7. Murray. July 23 at2. Hope, Ely-pl. 

Hooker, Wm, North-end, Croydon, Flamber. Pet July 6. July 24 at 
12, Lade, Gresham- bldgs, Basinghall-st. 

Jehnson, Rowland Gould, Upper Ashby-st, Goswell-rd, out of em- 
ce Pet July 8 Koche. July 28 at 11. Wood, Basing- 

l-s' 

Lloyd, Benj, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet J July 7 (for pau). Roche. 
J uly 28 at il. Goatley, Bow-st, Covent- 

Mason, Thos, Rolls-ter, King’s-rd, Engine Driver, Pet July 8, Roche? 
July 28at 11. Noton, Swan-alley, Moo: at. 

McKerness, Geo, Field-rd, Forest Gate, Builder. Pet July 7. Murray. 
July 2l ati. Lay, Poultry. 

Nelson, Thos, Upper Whitecross-st, Grocer. Pet July 7. July 24 at 
2. Robinson & Co, Charterhouse-sq. 

New, Hy, Tavistock-row, Covent-garden, Auctioneer. Pet July 7. Mar- 
ray. July 2lat2. Jenkins, Tavistock-st, Covent-garden. 

Parks, Hy Wm, Charles-st, Commercial-rd East, Grocer. Pet July6. 
Murray. July 23 at 12, Hope, Ely-pl, Holborn. 

Queneborough, Wm Edwin, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet July 
(for pau). Brougham. July 30 at 12. Edwards, Bush-lane. 

Ramsey, Jonathan, Devonport, Devon, Gent. Pet Feb 18. Pepys. 
July 30at12. Lewis & Co, Uld Jewry. 

Rodway, Joseph Wm, Middleson-pl, Stepney, Greengrocer. Pet July 
7. July 24at2. Pittman, Guildhall-chambers, Basinghall-st. 

Roper, Richd, Albert-pl, Lewisham-rd, House Decorator. Pet July 6. 
Murray. July 2lat2, Ingle & Goody, King William-st. 

Salter, Hy, Addison-rd North, Notting-hill, out of business. Pet July 
4. July 22at2. Godfrey, Basinghall-st. 

Schild, John, Green-st, Bet! nal-green, Baker, Pet July 6. Murray. 
J aly’ 23 at1. Popham, Basinghall-st. 

Seaton, Fras, Gray’s-inn-rd, Licensed Victualler. Pet July 6. July 
24at 11. Pittman, Guildhall-chambers, ‘hall-st. 

Shephard, Wm Fras, Woedford, Essex, Bricklayer. Pet July 3. July 
22 at1. Hope, Ely-pl. 

Stokes, Geo, Trafalgar-rd, Greenwich, Butcher. Pet July 6. July 24. 
atll. Scard, Gt St Helen’s. 

om. Chas, Brook: st, Hannover-sq, Surgeon Dentist. Pet July 8. 

g ® uly 23 at 2. Lewis & Lewis, Ely-pl, Holborn. 

Taylor Church-st, Croydon, Woolen’ Draper. Pet July 6. Mure 
ray. July 23 atl. Wi , Newgate-st. 

Thwaites, Charlotte, Hastings, Sussex, Dealer in Baskets. Pet July} 
July 21 at 1. Miller & Miller, Sherborne-lane. 

Thompson, Jas, Shepperton-st, New North-rd, Islington, Cab Prov 
prietor. Pet July 7. July 24 at 1. . Abbott, Worship-st. 

Turner, Fredo, Gibbs-green, North-end, Fulham, Dairyman. Pet July 

Roche. July 28atl!. Marshall, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Whaler, Thes, Bedford-row, Streath Pork Butcher. Pet July % 
July 22 at2. Chapman & Co, Lincolns’s-inn-fields. 

Wilcox, John, Frauchise-pl, Hornsey-rd, Butcher. Pet July 8. Roche: 
July 28 at 11, Popham, Basinghall-st. 

To Surrender in the Country 

Alliston, Walter, Northampton, Butcher. Pet July 6. Dennis. North- 
hampton, Julv 25 at 10. White, N 

Ashworth, Richd, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj June 18, Fardelle 
Manch, Suly 20 at 32. 
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uly7. 








July 3 18, 1868. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 797 








Bester, Goo, parker, Ge0, Earl’s Barton, Northam » Bootmaker. Pet July 7. 
Wellingborough, July - ‘10.30. Becke, Northamp- 


pd 
Bold, Ebenezer, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Pet March 18. Ansdell. 
Bt Helen's, July 22 at 11. 
7 Beni, Geo Spenceby, Halifax, York, enempaaene. Pet 
Bian, Pulp, Hi ford, E Publigan. Pet ee | 
» Here lican, t 3. Reyno ds. Here- 
22 at 10. Garrold, Hereford. 3 . 
. Noi ottingham, Journeyman Joiner. Pet July 6. 
Patchitt. July 22 at 10.30, Ashwell. 
ay Jas, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster, Adj June 18. Fardell, 


ag ot a at \. 
Card, -e.! merset, Hay pele. Pet June 12. Mogg, 
Tem ot wre 1. Hill, B 
Carr, , Bubwith, York, Tailor. Pet ase Porter. Howden, 
ers 2. Bantoft, Selb 
Catton, Robt, Manch, Commercial Traveller. Pet July 8. Fardell. 
Manch, July 22 at 12, Robinson, Manch. 
oom, "Ves, tgoal 1, Boot Dealer. Pet July 6. Lpool, July 21 
ab ll. 
ohn, Prisoner for Debt, pe. Adj June 13 (for pau). 
Daubney. Gt Grimseby, July 24 at 
Cooke, Jas, sen, Baddesley Ensor, Warwick, Farmer. Pet April 20. 
Hill. Birm, mn, July 22ati2. Barter, Atherstone. 
Cook, Alfred Wm, ee oe Jeweller. Pet July 7. Tudor. Birm, 
Joly 28at11. Cranch, Nottingham 
, Joseph Webster, Newlyn, Cornwall, Net Dealer. Pet July 8. 
Exeter, July 30 at 11. Downing, Redruth. 
Couch, Wm ‘Pherson, Chasewater, Cornwall, Tea Dealer. Pet July 
Bd Chilcott. Truro, July 2) at 11, Carlyon & Paull, Truro. 
Thos, Prisoner for Debt, Manch, Adj June 16. Coppock. Stock- 
et a aly 24 at 12. 
Davies, David, Carmarthen, Blacksmith. Pet July 1. Lloyd. Car- 
marthen, July = at 11. Davies, Carmarthen. 
Davis, Chas, Castle Gresley, Derby, Builder. Pet July 8. Hubbersty, 
Burton-upon-Trent, July 27 at il. Argyle, Tam worth. 
Edisbury, John, Wrexham, Denbigh, Writing Clerk. Pet July 6. 
Reid. Wrexham, July 25 atll. Jones, Wrexham. 
Ewart, Wm, Barrow-in-Furness, Lancaster, Tailor. Pet July 8. 
Macrae. Manch, Nay, Sy atll., Boote & Rylance, Manch. 
Ewels, Jas, Norwich, Merchant. — July 6. Palmer. Norwich, 
July 22at 11. Tillett & Co, Norwich 
Fisher, Wm, Birm, Coal Dealer. Pet July 4. Hill. Birm, July 22 at 
12, ‘Rowlands, Birm. 
Gibezzi, Joseph, ‘West Bromwich, Statford, Furniture Dealer. Pet 
July 4. Watson. Oldbury, July 20 atll. Shakespeare, Oldbur: 
— John, Stapenhill, Derby, Journeyman Brickmaker. Pet daly 
6. Hubbersty. Burton-upon-Trent, July 27 at 11. Wilson, Burton- 


upon-Trent. 
Green, Wm, Tudhoe Grange, Durham, Innkeeper. Pet July 4. Green- 
well, Durham, ows 22at li. Brignal, Durham. 
be + agg Gornal Wood, Stafford, Field Carpenter. Pet July 4. 
Walker. Dudley, July 23 at 12, Lowe, Dudley. 
_ pee, Lpool, out of business. Pet July 6. Hime, Lpool, July 
20at12. Blackhurst, Lpoel. 
Edwin, Pendleton, Lancaster, Managing Warehouseman. 
June 29. Fardell. Manch, July 22 at 12. Storer, Manch.’ 
Hillman, Richd, Winkfield, Wilts, Cattle Dealer. Pet June 30, Spack- 
man. Bradford, July 17at 10. Shrapnell, Bradford. 
Hodges, Joseph Pryor, East Stonehouse, Devon, Travelling Draper. 
Pet July 8. Exeter, ar on at 11.80. Rooker & Co, Plymouth. 
Holmes, John, Manch, Painter. Pet July 6. Hulton. Salford, July 25 
Elliott, Manch, 


9.80. 
Isaac, Land rt, Hants, Fishmonger. Pet July 1. Howard. 

Portsmouth, July lat 12. Ford, Portses . 
. Wo Lioyd, me, Anglesey, Solicitor. Pet J uly 4. Dew. 


foi, July 23 at 
ood, Riok, Felinnewyad, Cardigan, Millwright. Pet June 2). Jen- 
hy Be July 23 at 9. Attwood. 
Jacobe, Wm Bradninch, Devon, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet July 7. 


Exeter, Tuly 21 rT at 11.45. Fiond, Exe 
Jones, Richd/ Daniel, Chaltord, aie, Stick Manufacturer. Pet 
July 4, Anderson. Stroud, ‘July 22at9. Clutterbuck, Stroud. 
Jones, David, Torquay, Devon, Ironmonger. Pet July 1. Eiteteg. 
Newton Abbott, Ny 23 atli. Francis & Baker, Newton Abbott. 
Jukes, peat : Sholing Common, Southampton, Police Officer. 
ode oo Thorndike. Southampton, July 16 at 12. Mackey. 


Kit. Jas, Pottersbury, Northampton, Coal Dealer. Pet July:6- 
. Towcester, Aug'3 at 12. Whitton, Towcester. 
aa ge m, Bire, Butcher. Pet July 7. Hill. Birm, July 22 at 12. 
Lage, Sb Sheffield, Labourer. a Jaly 6. Wake. Sheffield, July 
Micklethwaite, Sheffie 
Lm Haate, Lo Lpool, Cigar Sapereer. Pet July 9. Lpool, July 28 
7 » Li 
 iresynes, Glamorgan, Contractor. Tet July 6. Rees. 
raberdare,' July 21 at 11. Rosser, Aberdare. . 
rd, John, & Thos Smith, Manch, Auctioneers. Pet June 30. Far- 
» Manch, July 29 at 11. Sale & Co, Manch. 
r , Jas, Kingston-upon-Hull, Builder, PetJune 27. Leeds, 
uly as ti i & Co, Hull. 
al seen, r, Sheerness, ont of business. Pet July 8. Wates. 
steerness, Sal 24 at 10. Sharland, Gravesend. 
arts id, Somerset, Tunkeeper. Pet July 6. Davies. 
Weston-r uper-Mae, dy 2lat Il. Reed & Cook, Bridgwater. 
=." tardawe, Glamorgan, Heals r. Pet July 6, 
Neath. duly 21at 11. Morris, Swan 
Morris, Chas, New sle of Wight, Innkeeper. spat July 7. Blake. 
mi a nly 23 at Sati at il. 1 Beckingsale, Newport. . : 
Worcester, Journe — Miller. Pet July 6. 
pete bromserove, ve, July 24 at 10. Dodd, ve, . 
es Ye yd Newbold, Derby, Tissaee r of Iron Works, Pet 
Thos, dor. Lbs » July 24 at 12, stg 08 fag _. 
Wern, Ys Glamorgan, Alehouse Keeper. Pet w 
3. Seay Neath July 21 21atll. Smith, Swansea. y 


le 





Procter, Wm, Burnley, Lancaster, Spindlemaker. Pet July6. Hartley, 
Burnley, July 23 at 3. Beckhouse & Whittam, Burnley. 

Robinson, Arthur, Manch, out of business. PetJuly7. Fardell. Manch. 
July 29 at 12. Richardson, Manch. 

R n, Alfred, Whissendine, Rutland, out of business. Pet ae 6. 
Oldham. Melton Mowbray, July 23 at 10. Owston, 

Russell, John, Swansea, Glamorgan, Fishmonger. PetJ uly 7. Morris. 
Swansea, July 22 at 3, Field, Swansea. 

Sprott, Geo, Lpool, Merchant. Pet July7. Lpool, July 28 at i. Btty 


Taylor, Benj, Naphill-common, Buckingham, Alehouse Ki r. Pet 
bey 7. Parker. High Wycombe, July 24 at 10. Fell, Ayles- 


bur. 

Wales, Philip, Sheffield, Bootmaker. Pet July 8. Wake. Sheffield, 
July 22 at 1. Binney & Son, Sheffield. 

Worsnop, Ann, Bradford, York, Shopkeeper. Pet July 7. Bradford, 
Aug 4 at9.15. Green, "Bradford. 

Wyatt, Fras, Holbeton, Devon, Licensed Victualler. Pet July 8. Pearce. 
East Stonehouse, July 29 at ll. Edmonds & Sons, Plymouth. 

Torspay, July 14, 1868. 
To Surrender in London. 

Bonner, Thos, Bedford-rd, Clapham, Baker. Pet July 9, Reche. July 
28 at 12. Dobie, Basinghall-st, 

Church, Chas, Clarkson-st, Bethnal-green, Builder. Pet July ll. 
Roche. July 29 at li. Barton & Drew, Fore-st. 

Davis, Solomon, Well-st, London Docks, Assistant toa Clothier. Pet 
July 9. Roche. July 28at12. Harrison, Basinghall-st. 

Gilbert, Joshua, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet July 7. Brougham. 
July 30 at 12. Dobie, Basinghall-st. 

Godlington, Jas, Cambridge, Publican. PetJuly10. Roche. July 28 
atl. Dobie, Paige gre 

Grumbridge, Geo St Goorge-st, Ratcliff, Draper. Pet June 29. 
Murray. July Bat. Allen & Colley, Old Jewry. 

Hewlett, Jas, Stanford-rd, Fulham, Barman. Pet July 9. Roche. 
July 28 at 12. Marshall, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Jewell, John, Bentham-rd, South Hackney, Rope Maker. Pet July 10. 
J aly’: 30 atl. Chidley, Old Jewry. 

Jones, David Robt, Hoxton-st, Hoxton, Bedding Manufactuter. Pet 
July 8. July 30 at 12. Marshall, Lincoln's-inn-fields. 

King, John, Whaddon, Buckingham, Baker. Pet July 10. Roche. 
July 28 at 1. Tomlins, Lincolns-inn-fields, 

Linsdell, Hy, Hanover-st, Islington, Riding Master. Pet July 9. 
July 30at i. Goatley, Bow-st, Covent-garden. 

Moffat, Patrick Henderson, Fenchurch-st, Comm Agent. Pet June 
30. July 31 at il. Morten, Bond-ct, Walbrook. 

Nye, Saml, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet J aly 10.. July 30 at 2. 
Webb, Austin Friars. 

Pike, Chas, Clarence-st, Islington, out of business. Pet July le. 
— July 28 at 1. Greaves, Eldon-chambers, Devereux-ct, 

tran 

Richards, Geo Wm, Adelphi-ter, Victoria-park, Trimming Manufac- 
turer. Pet July 8. July 30at11. Hicks, Coieman-st. 

Robins, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet July 9 (for pau). 
Brougham. July 30 at 1. Harrison, Basingnall-s' 

Ryley, Edwd, Upper Park-rd, Haverstock-hill, Gant. Pet July 9, 
Roche. July 28 at 1. Ashurst & Co, Old Jewry. 

Sander, Wilhelm, Hartley-st, Green-st, Bethnal-green, Bootmaker. 
Pet July 11. Roche. July 29 at 1!. Edwards, Bush-lane, 
Cannon-st. 

Sayer, Wm, (Prisoner as Debt, Kent. Pet July 9. July 30 at 1. 
Hughes & Co, Woolwi 

Simpson, Albert poem ‘st Alban’s, Hertford, no occupation. Pet 
July 9. Roche. July 28 at 12. Dobie, Basinghall-st. 

Sutton, Geo, Southsea, Hants, Provision Dealer. Pet July7. July 24 
at2. Smith & Co, Bread-st. 

Thorn, Richd, Prisoner for Debt, London, Pet July 9. July 30 at 12. 
Neil & Co, Great Knight Rider-st. 

Webb, Richd, Currie-st, Nine Elms-lane, Vauxhall, Cab Driver. -Pet. 
July 10, July 30 at 2. Webb, Austin Friars. 

Woolf, Hy, Bell-lane, Spitalfields, out of business. Pet July 8. July 
30 at1ll. Abbott, Worship-st. 

Wright, Sam! Digby, Prisoner for Debt, London. AdjJune 18. Pepys. 
July 31 at 11. 

To Surrender in the Country. 

Adams, John, Buckland, Hants, Labourer. Pet July 9. Howard. Ports- 
mouth, Aug 5 at 12, ‘Champ. Portsea. 

Alford, Jas, Shoreham, Sussex, Dealer in ag Pet July 7, Evershed. 
Brighton, July 27 at11. Lamb, Brighton 

Babb, Chas, Abbotts Bromley, Stafford, out of business. Pet July 9. 
Tudor. Birm, July 24 at 12. Jervis & Gould, Uttoxeter, 

Barley, Richd, Thirsk, York, Bookseller. Pet July 9. Leeds, July 27 
atil. Richa rdson, Th irsk. 

Berrisford, Abraham, Bakewell, Derby, Quarryman. Pet July 6. Hub- 

bersty. Bakewell, July 25 at 12, Neale, Matlock. 

Brooker, Chas, Haslemere, Surrey, Tailor. Pet July 7. Bridger. Godal- 
mente, Aug 20 at 12. Greaves, Eldon-chambers, Devereux-court, 


Brooks, a Wie om, Beenie. Pet July 2. Guest. Birm, July 24 
at 10, Parry, Bi 

Brown, Jesse, Bishopthorpe, York, Grocer. Pet July 7. Perkins. York, 
July 27 at 11. Mason, York. 

Cockram, Wm, Witheridge, Devon, Carpenter. Pet July 8 (for pau), 
Crosse. South Molton, July 29at 10. Shapland, Seuth Molton. 

Cook, John, Prisoner for Debt, Nottingham. Pet July 9. Tudor. Birm, 
July 27at1l. Belk, Nottingham. 

Coupland, John Mason, Lincoln, Brewer. Pat July 10. Staniland. 
Boston, July 29at10. York, Boston. 

Davies, John, Nantwich, Chester, Baker. PetJuly 9. Broughton. 
Crewe, Aug Gatlo. Je ones, ‘Audlem. 

Dry, Wm Good, Gateshead, Durham, Flour Dealer. Pet July 3. Gibson. 
pa, om ae July 24a¢12. Hodge & Harle, Newcastle- 
upon- 

Elworthy, Fredk Thos, Wellington, Somerset, Merchant. Pet June 19. 
Exeter, July 24.at 12, Lanrance & Co, Old Jewry-chambers, 
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Fearns, Robt, Ormskirk, Lancaster, Painter. Pet July20. Welsby. 
Ormskirk, July 27 at 10. Sadler, Ormskirk. 

Foden, Edwd, Birkenhead, Chester, Beerseller. Pet June 11 (for pau), 
Wason. Birkenhead, July 21 at 2. 

Foden, Thos, Prironer for Debt, Stafford. Adj July 8. Hill. Birm, 
July 29 at 12. James & Griffin, Birm. 

Freedman, Gabriel, Dowlais, Glamorgan, Pawnbroker. Pet June 25, 
Wilde. Bristol, July 24 at 11. Press & Co, Bristol. 

Goulwell, John Hardcastle, Beverley, York, Tobacconist. Pet July 9. 
Crust. Beverley, July 2at 11. Turner, gy 

Grove, John, Atherstone, Warwick, Grocer. Pet July9. Hill, Birm, 
July 29at 12. Baxter, Atherstone. 

Hamilton, Alex, South Shields, Coal Teamer. Pet July J1. 
South Shields, July 25 at 11. Mabane, South Shields, 

Hadden, Benj, jun, Leamington Priors, Warwick, Tobacconist. Pet 
July 4. Tibbits. Warwick, July 27 at 11. Overell, Leamington 


Priors. 

Haigh, Abram, Halifax, York, Cab Proprietor. Pet July 10. Rankin. 
Halifax, July 30 at 10. Jubb, Halifax. 

Holland, Hy, Ripponden, York, Flannel Manufacturer. Pet July 9. 
Rankin. Halifax, July 30at 10. Wavell & Co, Halifax. 

Hough, Geo, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Furniture Broker. Pet July 8. 
Brown, Wolverhampton, July 25 at 12. Barrow, Woluerhamp- 


ton. 

Jackson, Squire, Leeds, Corn Factor. Pet July 13. Leeds, July 27 at 
11, Pullan, Leeds. 

Jackson, Wm, Prudhoe; Northumberland, Grocer. Pet July 8. Stokoe. 
Hexham, July 28 at 12. Joel, Newcastle-on-Tyne. 

Wiglesworth, John Kennington, & Geo Edwin Carter, Leicester, 
Grocers. Pet July9. Ingram. Leicester, July 25 at 10. Owston, 
Leicester. 

Keys, Chas, Manch, Comm Agent. Pet July 13. Fardell. Manch, 
July 28at12. Atkinson & Co, Manch. 

Morgan, Hy Jas, Pembroke Dock, Pembroke, Baptist Minister. Pet 
July 9. Lanning. Pembroke, July 29 at 10. 

Netherton, Thos Geo, Devonport, Devon, out of business. Pet July 9. 
Exeter, July 27 at 12.30, Edmonds & Sons, Plymouth. 

Owens, Philip, Rallt Ddu, Denbigh, Farmer. Pet July 10. Lpool, July 
24at 12. Evans & Co, Lpool. 

Podmore, Clara, Longton, Stafford, Widow. Pet July 3. Keary. Stoke- 
upon-Trent, July 25 ati!. Young, Longton. 

Price, Joseph, Leominster, Hereford, Sawyer. Pet July 9, Robinson. 
Leominster, July 30 at 12. Weyman, Ludlow. 

Rawls, Wm, Creech St Michael, Somerset, Butcher. Pet July 9. Exeter, 
July 24atll. Clarke, Exeter. 

Royle, Pookes, Blackpool, Lancaster, Insurance Broker. Pet July 10. 
Lpool, July 27 at 11. Gardner, Manch, 

Sloane, Michael, Bath, Somerset, Horse Dealer. Pet July 6. Smith. 
Bath, July 23at 11. Bartrum, Bath. 

Smith, Rubert, Briton Ferry-rd, nr Neath, Civil Engineer. Pet July 9. 
Morgan. Neath, July 28 at 11. Clifton, Swansea. 

Smith, Geo, Thurcaston, Leicester, Carpenter. Pet July 9, Ingram. 
Leicester, July 25at 10. Owston, Leicester. 

Smith, Joseph, Dovercourt, Essex, Grocer. Pet July 7, Chapman, 
Harwich, July 20at 3. Goody, Colchester. 

Smith, Geo, Brighton, Sussex, out of business. Pet July 10. Evershed. 
Brighton, July 30 at 11. Lamb, Brighton. 

Thompson, Geo, Ditton, Lancaster, Licensed Victualler, Pet July 8. 
Lpool, July 24 at 11. Harris & Culshaw, Lpool. 

Veal, Sidney, Birm, Journeyman Butcher. Pet May 13. Guest. Birm, 
July 24 at 10. East, Birm. 

Wain, Thos, Walton, Derby, out of business. Pet July 10. Wake. 
Chesterfield, July 28at11. Gee, Chesterfield. 

Weeks, Edwd Hy, Bristol, Confectioner. Pet July 9. Wilde. Bristol, 
July 24at 11. Henderson, Bristol. 

Wells, John, Nottingham, Baker. Pet July 9. Patchitt. Nottingham, 
Oct 7. at 10.30. Belk. 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fripay, July 10, 1868. 
Richards, Fredk Augustus Gibbs, Lostwithiel, Cornwall. July 7. 
TurspaY, July 14, 1868, 
Hooke, Richd, Shoe-lane, Baker. July 13. 


Wawn. 








RESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
37, CLD JEWRY, LONDON, E.C. 

SOLICITORS are invited to introduce, on behalf of their clients, Pro 
posals for Loans on Freehold or Leasehold Property, Reversions, Life 
Interests, or other adequate securities. 

, Proposals may be made in the first instance according to the following 
orm:— 
Proposal FoR LOAN ON MoBTGAGES. 

Date...... 

Introduced by (state name and address of solicitor 

Amount required £ 

Time and mode of repayment (i. e., whether for a term cervatn, ar by 
annual or other payments) 

Security (state shortly the particulars of security, and, if land or build- 

ngs, state the net annual income) 

State what Life Policy (if any) is proposed to be effected with the 
Gresham Office in connexion with the security. 

By order of the Board, 
F, ALLAN CURTIS, Actuary and Secretary. 


AW.—A Gentleman, aged 24, admitted in 1866, 
and who has since had considerable practical experience in 
Ccmmon Law, and has a knowledge of Chancery Practice, desires an 
Engagement in London, under the supervision of the principal.— 
Address, Lex, Mr. Amer, Law Bookseller, &c., Lincoln’s-inn-gate, W.C. 


i AW.—A Gentleman (admitted in 1865) desires a 
4 Situation as Managing Clerk, with a view to Partnership, in a 
country office of good standing.—Address, M. L., care of Messrs. '‘l'orr 
Janeway, & Tagart, 38, Bedford-row, London, E.C. 











CHWEPPE’S MINERAL WATERS 


\ J By Special me pre to Her Majesty and H.R.H. the Prinee | 


of Wales. Every bottle is protected by a label having name and trade 
ligase London, Liverpool, Derby, Bristol, Glasgow, 
alvern, 





"ENO SOLICITORS, &c., requiring DEED BOXES 
_ will find the best-made article lower than any other house. List 
of Prices and sizes may be had gratis or sent post free. 
RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 336, Strand, opposite Somerset House, 
Established nearly 50 vears. Orders above £2 sent carriage free. 





LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and LONDON and 
COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT OFFICE, 


No. 119, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET STREET. 


Ey Seet GREEN (many years with the late George 

Reynell), Advertisement Agent, begs to direct the attention of 
the Legal Profession to the advantages of his long experience of upwards 
of twenty-five years, in the special insertion of all pro forma notices, &c,, 
and hereby solicits their continued support.—N.B. One copy of advertise. 
ment = J required, and the strictest care and promptitude assured. 
File of “ London Gazette” kept for reference 





REEMASONS’ TAVERN COMPANY, Limited, 
Great Queen-street, Lincoln’s-inn.—The Directors beg to announec 
that the Freemasons’ Tavern having been entirely rebuilt is now replete 
with every accommodation for public and private DINNERS, Balls, Con. 
certs, Meetings, Arbitration and Consulting Rooms, &c. The new hall, 
capable of dining 509 persons, and the varieus reception-rooms are the 
most elegant and convenient in London, The establishment can be 
inspected and arrangements entered into upon application to the 
Manager, CHARLES GOSDEN. 
Wedding Breakfasts provided. 


LACK’S SILVER ELECTRO PLATE is a coat. 
ing of pure Silver over Nickel. A combination of two metals pos- 
sessing such valuable properties renders itin appearance and wear equal 
to Sterling Silver. Fiddle Pattern. Thread, King’s. 












4.4. 482¢4 £:1¢ £258 
Table Forks,perdoz...... 110 Oandi 18 0 2 4 0 2104 
10 0 112 0 115 4 
110 0 240 210 0 
Dessert ditto sorscccssees 4 0 112 0 115 0 
Fea SPOONS ceccseccseceee O12 OandOd 18 0 1 0 150 


° 2 
Every Article forthe Table asin Silver, A Sample Tea Spoon for: 
wardedon rece of 20 stamps. 
RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 336, STRAND, LONDON, 


— 


LACK’S FENDER AND FIRE-IRON WARE. 

HOUSE is the MOST ECONOMICAL, consistent with good quality:— 
Iron Fenders, 3s.6d.; Bronzed ditto, 8s. 6d., with standards; superior 
Drawing-room ditto, 14s. 6d, to 50s.; Fire Irons, 2s, 6d. to 20s. Patent 
Dish Covers, with handles to take off, 188. setofsix. Table Knives and 
Forks, 8s. per dozen. Roasting Jacks, complete, 7s. 6d. Tea-trays, 
ls, 6d. setofthree; elegant Papier Maché ditto, 25s.*he set. Teapots, 
with plated knob, 5s.6d.; Coal Scuttles,2s.6d, A set of Kitchen Uten- 
sils for cottage, £3. Slack’s Cutlery has been celevrated for 50 years, 
Ivory Table Knives, }4s., 16s., and 18s, per dozen. White Bone Knives 
and Forks,8s. 9d. and 12s.; Black Horn ditto, 8s. and 10s. All war- 
ranted. 

As the limits of an advertisement will not allow of a detailed list, pur- 
chasers are requested to send for their Catalogue, with 350 drawings, and 
prices of Electro-Plate, Warranted Table Cutlery, Furnishing Ironmon: 
gery, &c. Maybe had gratis or postfree, Every article marked in plaia 
figures at the same low prices for which their establishment has beew 
celebrated for nearly 50 years. Orders above £2 delivered carriage free 
per rail. 





RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 336, STRAND, LONDON, 
Opposite Somerset House. 


7 ** AGRA BANK (LIMITED). 
Established in 1833.—Capital, £1,000,000, 
HEAD OFFICE—NICHOLAS-LANE, LOMBARD-STREET, LONDON. 





BANKERS. 

Measrs. GLYN, MILLS, CURRIE, & Co., and BANK OF ENGLAND. 
Brancues in Edinburgh, Calcutta, Bombay, Madras, Kurrachee, Agr 

Lahore, Shanghai, Hong Kong. 

Cornent Accounts are kept at the Head Office on the terms bor 
tomary with London bankers, and interest allowed when the credi 
balance does not full below £100. 

Deposits received for fixed periods on the following terms, viz.:— 

At 5 per cent. per annum, subject to 12 months’ notice of withdrawal. 
At4 ditto ditto 6 ditto ditto. 
At3 ditto ditto 3 ditto dittg. 

Excerrionan Rates for longer periods than twelve months, particulars 
of which may be obtained on application. 

Bi11s issued at the current exchange of the. day on any of the Branches 
of the Bank free of extra charge; and approved bilis purchased or sent 
or collection. 

Sates anp Purcuasss effected in British and foreign securities, iD 
East India Stock and loans, and the safe custo@y of the same undertakell. 

Interest drawn, and army, navy, and civil pay and pensions realised. 


Every other description of banking business and money agency 
British and Indian, transacted, 
J. THOMSON, Chairmat. 
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